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ABSTRACT 
" • *'"' C \ Sense of well-bein^ Is one of the most important goals which individuals 
strive for. It affects our perceptidiiS of the'exterhal world such that we are able to view 
it with greater positivity'and-5deat.with day. to day problems effectively. With an 
increasingly competitive existence, the pressures and. challenges confronting the 
individual are extremely high, therefore it is difficult to maintain this sense of well-
being at all stages of life. Adolescence and early adulthood are particularly 
demanding, because conflicts relating to quest for identity, concerns for academic 
success, career and uncertainty about the future all magnify the problems manifold. It 
is important that researches to identify factors which contribute to psychological well-
being should continue to be conducted in different contexts and with better 
methodologies. 
The present research aims to study the predictors of psychological well-being 
amongst university students. Psychological well-being has been defined as a dynamic 
state characterized by a reasonable amount of harmony between an individual's 
abilities, needs and expectations, and environmental demands and opportunities (Levi, 
1987). It is connotative as a harmonious satisfaction of one's desires and goals 
(Chekola, 1975). Amongst the factors which influence well-being, personality, causal 
attributions and perceived social support are factors which are likely to be important. 
Therefore, the problem selected by the investigator for study is "Personality Factors, 
Causal Attributions and Perceived Social Support among University Students 
Experiencing Psychological Well-being." 
Personality refers to the enduring styles of thinking and behaving when 
interacting with the world. It relates to unique and relatively stable qualities that 
characterize behaviour and thought. Since personality is a core factor which 
determines our reactions and adjustments, psychological-well-being during such a 
stressed phase as adolescence should be studied within its perspective. In the present 
investigation, the operational definition of personality was in accordance with the Big 
Five Model given by Costa and Mc Crae (1992). They have explained personality in 
terms of five traits namely, neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness and 
conscientiousness. 
The perception and outlook of the individual is affected by the meaning he 
attaches that is, the causal attributions which he / she makes. These attributions are on 
one hand his explanations of causation, on the other hand they gradually constitute his 
perspective and framework through which he views life. The term 'attribution' is used 
to refer to the individual's perception of causations that is his explanation as to why 
the events have taken place. It is a process through which a person seeks to identify 
the causes of his own as well as of others' behaviour. The approaches of Heider (1944, 
1958), Jones and Davis (1965), Weiner (1986) and Kelly (1972) have helped to 
evolve and clarify the concept. Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale (1978) and 
Abramson, Garber and Seligman (1980) explained attributional styles in terms of 
three dimensions, namely, internal - external, stable - unstable and global - specific. 
Eight attributional styles emerge from this model, namely positive external/internal, 
positive stable/unstable, positive global/specific, composite positive, negative 
external/internal, negative stable/unstable, negative global/specific and composite 
negative. This operational definition of attributional styles was taken into 
consideration by the researcher in the present study. 
Social support has been extensively studied and is thought to influence well-
being by modifying and buffering the impact of life events and other stressors 
[Pugliesi and Shook (1998), Turner and Noh (1983)]. According to Pugliesi and 
Shook (1998), it directly influences well-being and health. Research has also 
indicated that perceived support is a better predictor of psychological well-being than 
the actual support received (Vander Zee, Buunk & Sanderman, 1997). Perceived 
social support refers to how much the individuals perceive that they are supported by 
family or peer groups. According to Zimet et al. (1988), perceived social support 
emanates from three sources namely, family, friends and significant other. This 
concept was taken as the operational definition of perceived social support in the 
present investigation. 
The main objective of this research was to study how personality factors, 
causal attributions and perceived social support predict the experience of 
psychological well-being amongst university students. Three major variables were 
studied by the researcher in relation to psychological well-being i.e. personality 
factors (in terms of five dimensions, viz. neuroticism, extraversion, openness, 
agreeableness and conscientiousness), causal attributions (positive external/internal, 
positive stable/unstable, positive global/specific, composite positive, negative 
external/internal, negative stable/unstable, negative global/specific, composite 
negative) and perceived social support relating to - family, friends and significant 
other. Thus, a total number of 16 variables were studied in relation to psychological 
well-being. 
A sample of 312 university students was taken fi-om the different departments 
of Aligarh Muslim University out of which 157 were males and 155 were females. 
The sample was drawn objectively and systematically from available students who 
consented to participate, care was taken to be as objective as possible. 
Psychological Well-Being Scale constructed by Carol Ryff (1989) was used to 
assess the experience of psychological well-being. Six dimensions of psychological 
well-being have been conceptualised by Ryff. She suggested a multidimensional 
model of psychological well-being that comprised six distinct dimensions, autonomy, 
environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life 
and self acceptance (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff, 1989b). Personality was assessed through 
Personality Inventory (NEO - FFI) by Paul T. Costa and Robert Mc Crae (1992). This 
personality inventory assesses five dimensions of personality namely Neuroticism, 
Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. The attributional style 
of the subject was assessed with the help of Attributional Style Questionnaire (ASQ) 
developed by Peterson, Semmel, Von Baeyer, Abramson, Metalsky and Seligman 
(1982) and revised by Peterson and Seligman in 1984. The scale consists of internal-
external, stable-unstable and specific-global dimensions. Eight type of attribution 
styles emerge - composite positive, internal-external positive, stable-unstable 
positive, specific-global positive, composite negative, internal-external negative, 
stable-unstable negative and global-specific negative dimensions. Perceived social 
support was assessed through Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support 
(MSPSS) by Zimet, Dahlam, Zimet and Farley (1988). It has three different subscales: 
(a) Family, (b) Friends and (c) Significant Other. 
For prediction of well-being by the 16 variables, correlational design was used 
by the researcher. Factorial design ( 2 x 2 x 2 ) was used for the assessment of the 
interaction effects among the predictorAndependent variables. 
Eleven broad hypotheses were fi"amed. 
1. The first set of hypotheses was concerned with the prediction of psychological 
well-being by the 16 predictor variables i.e. five personality factors, eight 
attributional styles and three sources of perceived social support in the total 
sample. 
2. The second set of hypotheses was concerned with the prediction of psychological 
well-being by the 16 predictor variables in the male and female sample separately. 
3. The third set of hypotheses was concerned with the prediction of psychological 
well-being by the 16 predictor variables in nuclear and joint family system sample 
separately. 
4. Hypotheses number four to nine were concerned with the prediction of each of the 
components of psychological well-being by the 16 predictor variables i.e. five 
personality factors, eight attributional styles and three sources of perceived social 
support in the total sample. 
5. Hypothesis number ten was framed to test whether there was any significant 
difference among males and females in the experience of psychological well-
being. 
6. Hypothesis number eleven was framed to find out whether there was any 
significant difference among students coming from joint family system and those 
coming from the nuclear family system in the experience of psychological well-
being. 
Intercorrelations among all the variables were calculated. Since the major 
purpose of the study was to find out the predictor variables for psychological well-
being, multiple regression was applied. Q-Q plot was plotted for the dependent 
variable to fulfil the assumption of normality for ANOVA. Three way ANOVA (2x2 
X 2) was used to find out whether the interaction of certain predictor variables 
exercised their effect on psychological well-being, t - test was applied to compare 
males and females on their mean scores of psychological well-being and its components to find 
significant differences. Students coming from nuclear and joint families were also 
compared in their terms of their experience of psychological well-being and its 
components using t test. 
Neuroticism, conscientiousness, openness and perceived social support from 
family emerged as significant predictors of psychological well-being in the total 
sample. 
Psychological well-being was predicted by different factors in male and 
female sample. Neuroticism emerged as a common predictor of well-being in both 
males and females. Conscientiousness and perceived social support from friends were 
predictors of well-being in males whereas in females, openness and perceived social 
support from family emerged as predictors of well-being. 
Psychological well-being in individuals coming from nuclear families was 
predicted by different factors as compared to individuals coming from joint families. 
In the sample of students coming from nuclear families, it was predicted by 
neuroticism and openness, the direction being negative between neuroticism and 
psychological well-being. Psychological well-being of individuals coming from joint 
families was predicted by conscientiousness and perceived social support from 
family. It was not predicted by neuroticism. 
Different predictors emerged for different components of psychological well-
being in the total sample. Neuroticism, negative global / specific attributional style 
and composite negative attributional style were found to be predictors of autonomy. 
Environmental mastery was found to be predicted by neuroticism (direction of 
predictive relationship being negative), conscientiousness and perceived social 
support from family. Openness, conscientiousness and perceived social support from 
family were found to predict personal growth. Purpose in life among individuals was 
found to be predicted by largely the same factors as personal growth, neuroticism 
being the only additional factor. Neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness 
emerged as predictors of self acceptance among individuals. 'Positive relations with 
others' was predicted by neuroticism, extraversion and perceived social support from 
friends. 
Three-way analysis of variance was also conducted to obtain information 
whether any of the independent variables were exercising their effect in terms of 
interaction with other independent variables. It was found that although composite 
negative, composite poative and agreeableness did not emerge as predictors of psychological 
well-being in the regression analysis, they were found to have significant interaction effects on 
psychological well-being alorig with other variables, viz. neuroticism, openness, 
conscientiousness and perceived social support. 
The researcher also computed mean scores on psychological well-being and its 
components amongst males and females and among students coming from joint and 
nuclear families for finding out significant differences, if any. Females were found to 
have higher psychological well-being than males. They were found to be higher than 
males on the dimensions of personal growth, self acceptance and positive relations 
with others. No significant difference was found between the two groups on well-
being as a whole. The two groups also did not have any significant difference on the 
components of well-being except environmental mastery where students coming from 
joint families were higher than students coming from nuclear families. 
Thus, amongst the factors brought out as significant predictors of well-being, 
neuroticism, conscientiousness, openness and perceived social support from family 
are foremost. In other words, individuals who are not high on neuroticism, but are 
high on conscientiousness, openness and perceived social support from family are 
likely to experience psychological well-being. 
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Background of the study: 
Well-being is one of the most important goals which individuals strive for. 
Well-being has been a pervasive and extensively researched construct in psychology 
for the last 40 years. Throughout history, theorists have been curious about what 
contributes to well-being. 
Sense of well-being is a logical consequence of both good physical and mental 
health. It affects our perceptions of the external world such that we are able to view 
them with greater positivity and deal with day to day problems effectively. Thus, for 
our mental and physical health together with effective living, psychological well-
being is an important goal. It is challenging to maintain this sense of well-being at all 
stages of life, particularly during student life. 
University students are passing through a transitional stage of physical and 
mental development that occurs between childhood and adulthood in adolescence. 
This transition involves biological, social as well as psychological changes. 
Cognitive, emotional and attitudinal changes which are characteristic of adolescence 
often take place during this period and this can be a cause of conflict on the one hand 
and positive personality development on the other. In search for a unique social 
identity for themselves, adolescents are confused about what is right and what is 
wrong. Erikson has labelled this stage as the 'identity crisis' stage. G. Stanley Hall 
has denoted this period as one of "storm and stress" and according to him, conflict at 
this developmental stage is normal and not unusual. Margaret Mead, on the other 
hand, attributed the behaviour of adolescents to their culture and upbringing. 
However, Piaget associated this stage in development with greatly increased cognitive 
abilities. The Piagetian interpretation touches upon a more basic reality which 
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emphasizes the fact that as greater understanding, awareness, analytical and cognitive 
ability floods the adolescent with realities, confusion, storm and stress are likely 
outcomes. Piaget's view is optimistic in the sense that possibilities of channelizing 
higher and sharper cognitive abilities exist and can give rise to phenomenal growth 
and achievement. 
A myriad of physiological changes, the quest of self and identity, the 
uncertainties and razor edge competition associated with his future all combine to 
create immense problems for adolescents. 
The system of education earlier was not as complicated as it is today. The 
adolescents are being torn apart between course studies, competitions and 
multifaceted approach to the entire teaching learning process. In addition to 
academics, they have to gain proficiency in Information Communication and 
Technology (ICT), Personality Development, strong communication skills and so on. 
Media provides endless lists of careers, sometimes including vague and impractical 
ones which sometimes facilitate but often confiise the student. Even if they do find a 
particular upcoming field interesting, it is often opposed by a lot of parents who aspire 
for their children to pursue conventional careers such as medicine, engineering etc. 
Immense competition and extreme limitations of seats (especially due to quota 
systems in every field) also add to the already existing pressure being faced to excel 
in one's own field. 
One of the major challenges faced by adolescents today is the extreme 
consciousness with physical appearance. A lot of adolescents are seen investing a lot 
of time and money into their physical appearance in order to look and portray a 
certain image as is promoted by media and society. Because the adolescents are 
experiencing various strong cognitive and physical changes for the first time in their 
lives, they may start to view their friends, their peer group, as more important and 
influential than their parents/ guardians. 
The college classroom also presents various challenges that can negatively 
impact students' psychological and physical well-being. During the first year in 
particular, students are faced with numerous educational and personal stressors that 
can negatively impact upon their health and well-being (Hudd et.al, 2000; Lumley and 
Provenzano, 2003; Perry, 1991, 2003). The process of adjusting to a novel and often 
stressful academic setting, including increased pressure to succeed at unfamiliar tasks, 
greater academic competition, more frequent failure experiences, and important career 
decisions (Perry, 1991, 2003) can be exceedingly difficult. The transition from high 
school to college is also accompanied by various personal challenges of a stressfiil 
nature, such as changes in interpersonal relationships, living arrangements, and 
personal finances, all of which may predispose students to health difficulties (Lumley 
and Provenzano, 2003; Perry et al., 2001). 
This is a phase in which several mental health disorders of adulthood appear 
and affect adjustment in society. Intellectual capacities increase and emotions 
intensify. The major tasks during this phase include establishing independence, 
realizing one's identity and capabilities and preparing for adult self reliance. 
Therefore, it is necessary to focus on the psychological well-being of university 
students. 
Psychological well-being may be defined as one's emotional and cognitive 
evaluations of his or her own life (Diener, Oishi & Lucas, 2003). These evaluations 
include one's moods, emotional reactions to events and judgements about life 
satisfaction. Psychological well-being is the outcome of experiences and interactions 
relating to various aspects of our being. It is influenced by life events, personality 
characteristics (Diener, Oishi and Lucas, 2003), personal goals, perceived social 
support, the type of attributions one makes, etc. 
The personality of the individual is crucial in this regard. Personality refers to 
the enduring styles of thinking and behaving when interacting with the world. It 
relates to unique and relatively stable qualities that characterize behaviour and 
thought. Since personality is a core factor which determines our reactions and 
adjustments, psychological-well-being during such a stressed phase as adolescence 
should be studied within its perspective. 
The perception and outlook of the individual is affected by the meaning he 
attaches that is, the causal attributions which he / she makes. These attributions are on 
one hand his explanations of causation, on the other hand they gradually constitute his 
perspective and framework through which he views life. There is significant evidence 
which points towards the fact that causal explanation which the individual considers 
relevant with regard to various events experienced by him, has a marked effect on his 
actions and behaviour. 
Together with attributions, another crucial factor is emotional support from 
significant others. Recent studies have placed social support in a central position with 
regard to health. Social support has been extensively studied and is thought to 
influence well-being in two ways. First, social support is believed to indirectly affect 
well-being in that it modifies the impact of life events and other stressors (Pugliesi 
and Shook, 1998). As a buffer, social support has shown to diminish the effect of 
stressful events on well-being (Turner and Noh, 1983). Secondly, social support 
appears to directly influence well-being and health (Pugliesi and Shook, 1998). 
Research has also indicated that perceived support is a better predictor of 
psychological well-being than the actual support received (Vander Zee, Buunk & 
Sanderman, 1997). A study of social support and stress revealed that social support 
from significant others is of major importance in coping with important life events to 
eliminate the adverse consequences of these events upon health or well-being (Cohen 
and Wills, 1985; Sarason and Pierce, 1990; Coyne and Downey, 1991). In a recent 
study, Brissette, Scheir and Carver (2002) found that adolescents with higher level of 
cognitive restructuring and optimism, exhibit improved psychological well-being and 
better adjustment to stressful life events, both as a result of their ability to generate 
supportive social networks and because of the coping strategies they use. Both causal 
attributions and social support play a major role in psychological well-being. 
Psychological Well-Being 
Although psychology has understandably focused much of our attention on the 
understanding and alleviation of misery, it is just as important to understand these 
aspects of human behaviour which bring us closer to positive behaviours. In reaction 
to the traditional focus of psychological and social psychological research on the 
negative aspects of mental health, the 'positive psychology' movement has generated 
a great deal of research focusing on the measurement and correlates of positive 
psychological characteristics. Psychological well-being is one of them. 
Psychological well-being is a term which has different meanings to different 
people. The concept of 'well-being' suffers from definitional problems. In their 
systematic review of the definitions. Pollard and Lee (2003) describe well-being as a 
"complex, multi faceted construct that has continued to elude the researchers' attempt 
to define and measure it." Well-being has been defined as a dynamic state 
characterized by a reasonable amount of harmony between an individual's abilities, 
needs and expectations, and environmental demands and opportimities (Levi, 1987). It 
is cormotative as a harmonious satisfaction of one's desires and goals (Chekola, 
1975). 
Broadly, well-being has been defined fiom two perspectives. The clinical perspective 
has generally operationalized well-being as the absence of negative conditions such as 
depression, distress or anxiety whereas the psychological perspective defines well-
being as the prevalence of positive self attributes (Keyes, 1998; Ryff and Singer, 
1996). 
Well-being has been studied extensively by social psychologists (Campbell, 
1981; Ryan and Deci, 2003). While the distinct dimensions of well-being have been 
debated, the general quality of well-being refers to the optimal psychological 
fimctioning and experience. 
In academic literature one finds few explicit definitions of well-being such as 
"Wellness is an integrated method of functioning which is oriented towards 
maximising the potential of which an individual is capable." (Dunn, 1961). 
Psychological well-being is a person's evaluative reactions to his or her life -
either in terms of life satisfaction, 'cognitive evaluations' or affect 'ongoing 
emotional reactions' (Diener and Diener, 1995). 
Ryff (1995) defined psychological well-being as "The striving for perfection that 
represents the realisation of one's own true potential." 
Verma, Mahajan and Verma (1989), defined well-being as subjective feelings 
of contentment, happiness, satisfaction with life experiences and one's role in the 
world or work, sense of achievement, utility, belongingness with no distress, 
dissatisfaction and worry. 
Diener, Suh, Lucas and Smith (1999) conceptualized psychological or 
subjective well-being as a broad construct, encompassing four specific and distinct 
components including (a) pleasant or positive well-being (e.g. Joy, elation, happiness, 
mental health), (b) impleasant affect or psychological distress (e.g. guih, shame, 
sadness, anxiety, worry, anger, stress, depression,) (c) life satisfaction (a global 
evaluation of one's life) and (d) domain or situation satisfaction (e.g. work, family, 
leisure, health, finance, self). 
Some definitions of well-being within the Positive Psychology domain were 
reviewed by Fraillon (2004) who found the following characteristics as expressive of 
well-being:-
1. Active pursuit: It suggests that well-being is the result of conscious effort rather 
than innate response to the world. 
2. Balance: Balance suggests that well-being depends on the achievement of balance 
between the different components of well-being. 
3. Positive affect or life satisfaction: It is the degree to which a person feels happy 
within themselves and with their lives. 
4. Prosocial behaviour: Well-being exists when an individual is able to exercise 
some form of positive social behaviour for the benefit of others. 
5. Multiple Dimensions: Multi-dimensionality suggests that well-being incorporates 
a range of dimensions relating to different aspects of an individual's life. 
6. Personal Optimisation: It suggests that well-being includes a comparison between 
a person's actual functioning and notional best functioning. The closer a person's 
actual functioning is to their notional best, the more 'well' they are considered to 
be. 
On a general level, increased interest in the study of psychological well-being 
follows from the recognition that the field of psychology since its inception, has 
devoted much more attention to human unhappiness and suffering than to the causes 
and consequences of positive functioning. (Diener, 1984; Jahoda, 1958). 
Psychological well-being is a multi-dimensional concept. Results of factor 
analysis revealed that cheerfulness, optimism, playfulness, self control, a sense of 
detachment and freedom from frustration, anxiety and loneliness are indicators of 
psychological well-being (Tellegen, 1979; Sinha and Verma, 1992). McCulloch 
(1991) has shown that satisfaction, morale, positive affect, social support etc. 
constitute psychological well-being. Three components of psychological well-being 
are usually suggested: cognitive beliefs about one's overall level of life satisfaction, 
presence of positive emotional experiences and absence of negative emotional 
experiences (Diener, 2000; Diener and Suh, 1999; Ahuvia, 2002; Haller and Hadler, 
2006). 
Well-being can be represented into two forms such as objective well-being 
and subjective well being. Objective well-being deals with the feeling of the 'well off 
character that is, the satisfaction one attains after having comforts like good housing, 
stable financial status, employment etc. The subjective well-being on the other hand, 
is the ability to maintain balance between one's needs and the environmental 
demands. It is the congruence between the individual and group expectations and the 
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perceived reality. Bradbum (1969), Campbell (1976), Warr (1978) and others have 
defined well-being as people's feelings about their life activities. Such feelings fall on 
the continuum of negative mental states (anxiety, depression, unhappiness, 
dissatisfaction, happiness etc.), with the second end indicating well-being. Most of the 
time it has been observed that an increase in the objective standards of living can 
enhance one's subjective well-being. 
Bhogle and Prakash (1995) developed a measure of psychological well-being 
comprising of twelve factors (positive and negative), such as meaningless, self 
esteem, positive affect, life satisfaction, suicidal ideas, personal control, tension etc. A 
person high in psychological well-being not only carries higher level of satisfaction, 
self esteem, positive feelings and attitudes, but also manages tensions, negative 
thoughts, ideas and feelings more efficiently. 
Psychological well-being is the subjective feeling of contentment, happiness, 
satisfaction with life's experiences and of one's role in the world of work, sense of 
achievement, utility, belongingness and no distress, dissatisfaction or worry etc. It 
emphasizes positive characteristics of growth and development. 
In recent decades, research on positive functioning has flourished from two 
general perspectives: the hedonic approach, defining well-being as subjective well-
being, such as happiness, pleasure attainment, and life satisfaction (Ryan and Deci, 
2001); the eudaimonic approach defining well-being as psychological well-being 
namely a person's full functioning focuses on self realization, personal expressiveness 
and the degree to which people are able to actualize their abilities (Waterman, 1993).. 
Each construct articulates different challenges that individuals encounter as they strive 
to function positively, and in combination, these dimensions encompass a breadth of 
wellness. On the hedonic view, well-being is equated with hedonic pleasure or 
happiness. The predominant view among hedonic psychologists is that well-being 
consists of subjective happiness and concerns the experience of pleasure versus 
displeasure broadly construed to include all judgements about good/bad elements of 
life (Ryan and Deci, 2001). Eudemonistic view, on the other hand, maintains that 
well-being cannot be equated with hedonia. Instead, this second view considers well-
being to consist more than just happiness, suggesting that people's reports of being 
happy do not necessarily mean that they are functioning psychologically well. This 
view is referred to as eudaimonia and is concerned with living well or actualizing 
one's human potentials (Deci and Ryan, 2008). However, empirical investigations 
suggest that there is substantial overlap between the experience of hedonia and 
eudaimonia. Evidence from a number of investigators has indicated that well-being is 
probably best conceived as a multidimensional phenomenon that includes aspects of 
both hedonic and eudaimonic conceptions (Ryan and Deci, 2001). 
For more than 20 years, the study of psychological well-being has been guided 
by two primary conceptions of positive functioning. One formulation, traceable to 
Bradbum's (1969) work, distinguished between positive and negative affect and 
defined happiness as a balance between the two. The second primary conception, 
which has gained prominence emphasizes life satisfaction as the key indicator of well-
being. Viewed as a cognitive component, life satisfaction was seen to complement 
happiness, the more affective dimension of positive functioning (eg. Andrews & 
McKennel, 1980; Andrews and Withey , 1976; Bryant and Veroff, 1982; Campbell, 
Converse and Rodgers, 1976). 
From developmental psychology, Erikson's (1959) psychosocial stages. 
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Buhler's (1935) basic life tendencies, and Neugarten's (1973) personality changes 
articulate wellness as trajectories of continued growth across life cycles. Clinical 
psychologists offer further descriptions of well-being through Maslow's (1968) 
conception of self-actualization, Allport's (1961) formulation of maturity, Roger's 
(1961) depiction of the fully-functioning person, and Jung's (1933) account of 
individuation. The convergence of these multiple frameworks of positive functioning 
served as the theoretical foundation to generate a multidimensional model of well-
being (Ryff, 1989b, 1995) which included six distinct components of positive 
psychological functioning. In combination these dimensions encompass a breadth of 
wellness that includes positive evaluations of oneself and one's past life despite the 
awareness of their limitations (Self-Acceptance), a sense of continued growth and 
development as a person (Personal Growth), the belief that one's life is purposeful 
and meaningful (Purpose in Life), the possession of quality relations with others 
(Positive Relations with others), the capacity to manage effectively one's life and 
surrounding world (Environmental Mastery), and a sense of self-determination 
(Autonomy). Each dimension of Ryff s psychological well-being model reflects 
different challenges that individuals face in their lives. 
Thus, psychological well-being is an important indicator of successful health 
promotion (IngersoU-Dayton et al., 2004). It makes life meaningful and purposeful. 
Identity formation has been found to be deeply associated with psychological 
well-being. Erikson (1968) suggested that identity is ideally experienced as sense of 
well-being, and those who have secure identity, feel at 'home' with themselves, and 
are confident about knowing their direction of life. An individual in his or her identity 
strives to feel good about the self, which when achieved, results in happiness (Timg 
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and Sandhu, 2005). 
After reviewing a variety of approaches to well-being, the concept of well-
being given by Ryff (1989) was felt to be most comprehensive. Six dimensions of 
psychological well-being have been conceptualised by Ryff. She suggested a 
multidimensional model of psychological well-being that comprised six distinct 
dimensions: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations 
with others, purpose in life and self acceptance (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff, 1989b). 
a) Autonomy: Autonomy is characterized by an individual's self determination and 
his independence in making his own decisions. It also refers to self evaluation 
by personal standards and regulating behaviour from within. 
b) Environmental mastery: This places emphasis on creating a surrounding context 
that suits one's personal needs and capacities. It also involves managing the 
environment by controlling complex situations and making effective use of 
opportunities. 
c) Personal growth: This dimension is characterized by a feeling of continued 
development of an individual's potential and viewing one's self as growing and 
open to new experiences. It is basically concerned with self realization of an 
individual. 
d) Positive relations with others: This dimension emphasizes having warm and 
trusting relationships with others, having feelings of empathy, affection and 
intimacy towards others. 
e) Purpose in life: Creating meaning and direction in life is central to this 
dimension. Having goals in one's life and a sense of directedness makes life 
more meaningfiil and gives it a purpose. 
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f) Self acceptance: It is a kind of self evaluation that involves awareness and 
acceptance of both personal strengths and weaknesses. 
Therefore, the concept of well-being as studied by the researcher was in 
terms of the RyfTs approach. 
Personality Factors 
The most distinctive feature of any individual is his personality. Personality 
refers to unique and relatively stable qualities that characterize an individual's 
behaviour across different situations over a period of time. It is an important aspect of 
human behaviour, so much so that the study of human behaviour is incomplete 
without the study of personality. 
Different personality theories have come forth with emphasis on different 
aspects. According to Watson (1924), personality is "the end product of our habit 
system." Later, AUport (1937, 1963) defined it as "the dynamic organization within 
the individual of those psychological systems that determine his unique adjustment to 
his envirormient." Guilford (1959) defined personality as a person's unique pattern of 
traits. Personality is the most adequate conceptualizations of a person's behaviour in 
all its detail (Mc Clelland, 1951). Eysenck (1952) further elaborated the definition 
given by AUport by explaining the 'psychological systems' and defining personality 
as "more or less a stable and enduring organization of the person's character, 
temperament, intellect, physique which determines his unique adjustment to the 
environment." According to Hilgard (1962), the term "personality" is used to mean 
the configuration of individual's characteristics and ways of behaviour which 
determines individual's unique adjustment to his environment. Hence, personality 
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includes any characteristic that is important in the maintenance of self. 
Different approaches to conceptualize the concept of personality have 
emerged. One important approach is the Trait and Type approach. Type approaches 
attempt to xmderstand personality by examining certain broad patterns in the 
characteristics of individuals. A type is a class of individuals said to share a common 
collection of characteristics. Personality was first studied by Hippocrates around 400 
B.C. He identified four major temperamental types on the basis of humors present in 
body: melancholic, choleric, sanguine and phlegmatic. These four types determined 
differences in behaviour. 
Another classification was made by William H. Sheldon (1942) who classified 
people on the basis of body build and temperament. He classified people into 
endomorphic, mesomorphic and ectomorphic typology. Kretschmer's (1925) 
classification was also based on physique. He classified people into four categories -
Pyknic, Asthenics, Athletic and Dysplastic. Jung's (1927) theory, although concerned 
with a large number of concepts like collective unconscious, also offer another system 
of classification on the basis of psychological factors. According to him, people fall 
into two categories - Introverts and extroverts. Although every individual has the 
capacity for both attitudes, only one becomes dominant in his/her personality. Jung 
goes on to fiirther make fiulher additional distinctions among people based on what 
he called the psychological fiinctions. These fiinctions refer to different ways of 
perceiving both the external world and the subjective inner world. Jimg posited four 
fimctions of the psyche - sensing, intuiting, thinking and feeling (Jung, 1927). Thus, 
Jung proposed eight personality types, based on the interactions of the two attitudes 
and four fiinctions - the extraverted thinking type, extraverted feeling type. 
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extraverted intuiting type, extraverted sensing type, introverted thinking type, 
introverted feeling type, introverted intuiting type and introverted sensing type. 
Critics of the type approach felt that the individual's personality could not be 
understood by classification into types. Thus, another approach to personality which 
emphasized psychological traits possessed by the individual came up. A trait is 
considered to be a relatively enduring attribute or quality on which individuals differ 
from one another. Gordon AUport was considered the pioneer of trait approach. 
Allport (1961) believed that a combination of traits gave a unique personality to each 
individual. He believed that this uniqueness could be described in terms of individual 
differences at three levels of generality - cardinal traits (highly influential and 
dominant dispositions), central traits (less pervasive but still dominant dispositions) 
and secondary traits (more specific traits which are least dominant). He considered 
traits more like intervening variables which meant that variation in traits would elicit 
different types of behaviour in the same situation. 
Cattell (1950) distinguished between source and surface traits. Source traits 
are underlying traits that cause surface (overt) traits. He considered them as 'mental 
structure' of personality. Another classification of personality was made by H. J. 
Eysenck (1947) who divided personality into two broad dimensions - Neuroticism vs 
Emotional stability and Extraversion vs Introversion. 
Although type and trait theories have enhanced our understanding of 
personality, critics question whether these approaches give us an accurate picture of 
personality. Trait theories have identified dominant personality traits which are vital 
to our understanding of personality, therefore they continue to be important in 
xinderstanding personality even today. Personality tests in use for diagnostic and other 
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purposes are measures of personality characteristics and traits. Cattell's 16PF, the Neo 
Five Factor Inventory, constructed by Paul T. Costa and Robert Mc Crae (1992) are 
all measures of personality traits. 
The Psychodynamic approach has also been very influential in its contribution 
to the study of personality. This approach to personality was given by Sigmund Freud 
(1901). The psychoanalytic approach emphasized unconscious forces, biologically 
based drives of sex and aggression, and conflicts in childhood in shaping our 
personality. According to Freud, the core aspects of personality are established early, 
remain stable throughout life, and can be changed only with great difficulty. He 
proposed a five stage theory of personality development - Oral stage. Anal stage,. 
Phallic stage. Latency stage and Genital stage. Problems at any stage may lead to 
libido fixation and have long term effects on an individual's life. The libido fixations 
result in a particular 'type' of personality e.g. the 'oral type' which has some 
distinctive characteristics, the 'anal type' which manifests some other characteristics. 
Several psychoanalysts broke away from the psychoanalytical approach 
because of their opposition to two major viewpoints: Freud's emphasis on instincts as 
primary motivators of human behaviour and his deterministic view of personality. 
Some of the major theorists were Jung, Alfi-ed Adler, Erich Fromm and Erik Erikson. 
Jung (1927) proposed a theory of personality, according to which human beings are 
guided more by aims and aspirations than by sex and aggression. According to him, 
personality consists of competing forces and structures within the individual (that 
must be balanced) rather than between the individual and the demands of the society. 
He gave the concept of 'collective unconscious' consisting of archetypes or 
primordial images. Another neo-Freudian psychologist, Alfred Adler (1930) focused 
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on the uniqueness of each person and denied the universality of biological motives 
and goals. According to him, personality is shaped by an individual's unique social 
environment and interaction. He suggested that inferiority feelings are always present 
as a motivating force in behaviour and are the source of all human striving. 
Individuals are driven by the need to overcome the sense of inferiority and to strive 
for increasingly higher levels of development. Individuals try to attain higher levels of 
development through behavioral patterns and thus develop a unique pattern of 
characteristics, behavior and habits, which Adler called "style of life'. Another neo-
freudian psychologist, Erich Fromm (1941) was of the view that personality is 
influenced by social and cultural forces that affect the individual within a culture and 
by the universal forces that have influenced history through humanity. According to 
him, an individual needs to escape feelings of isolation and develop a sense of 
belonging to find meaning in life. He stressed the importance of positive qualities, 
such as tenderness and love in personality development. Erik Erikson (1959) stresses 
on rational, conscious ego processes in personality development. According to him, 
personality development is a life long process, and ego identity occupies a central 
place in development. The growth of personality is divided into eight stages. A 
conflict at each stage confronts the person with adaptive and maladaptive ways of 
coping. Each stage allows the development of basic strengths that emerge from the 
adaptive ways of coping with conflicts. The basic strengths are hope, will, purpose, 
competition, love, care, wisdom etc. Maladjustment can occur if the ego consists 
solely of either the adaptive or maladaptive tendency. According to him, individuals 
have the ability to achieve basic strengths to resolve each conflict in a positive way, 
and to consciously direct his growth. He gave the concept of 'identity crises' - the 
failure to achieve ego identity during adolescence. Adolescents who experience an 
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identity crisis do not seem to know where they belong or what they want to become. 
Individuals who cope with this crisis are able to face adulthood with confidence and a 
strong sense of self identity. 
Another viewpoint influencing personality theory is Behavioural and 
Cognitive behavioural approach. According to behavioural approach, personality can 
be understood as the response of an individual to the environment. A person learns 
new behaviour in response to new environments and stimuli. Personality, from this 
point of view is a set of learned tendencies over a life time (Carver and Scheir, 2000). 
John Locke viewed a person's mind when he is bom as a 'tabula rasa' (blank slate). 
The personality of an individual is shaped through experiences and interaction with 
the environment. Personality, according to this approach is viewed as a pattem of 
learned behaviours acquired through either classical (Pavlovian) or operant 
(Skinnerian) conditioning and shaped by reinforcement in the form of rewards or 
punishment. According to Skinner's (1938) view, behaviour can be controlled by its 
consequences. He believed that individuals can be trained to perform any act and the 
type of reinforcer for that behaviour will be responsible for determining it. 
The cognitive-behavioural approach emphasizes the role of cognition along 
with the environment as the determining factors of personality. Albert Bandura (1977) 
viewed personality as an interaction between the environment, behaviour and the 
individual's cognitive processes. He suggested that behaviour is controlled or 
determined by the individual, through cognitive processes, and by the environment 
through external, social events. He labeled this concept as reciprocal determinism. He 
gave the theory of observational leaming which emphasizes social leaming in 
determining behaviour of the individual. Individuals learn through vicarious 
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reinforcement by observing the behaviour of other people and the consequences of 
that behaviour rather learning through reinforcement directly. 
Another approach regarding personality was the Humanistic approach which 
emphasizes human strengths, aspirations and the importance of people's subjective 
attitudes, feelings and beliefs, especially with regard to the self Carl Rogers (1961) 
believed that individuals are conscious, rational beings and their personality can be 
understood through a phenomenological approach i.e. from an individual's ovm view 
point based on his subjective experiences. He stressed the importance of 
unconditional positive regard which leads to feelings of worth in the individual. 
Rogers believed that fulfilment of self is the motivating force for personality 
development. His theory is based on the concept of self According to him, every 
individual has a concept of ideal self (self that a person would like to be) and when 
there is correspondence between real self and ideal self, the person is satisfied and 
happy. Rogers believed that people are motivated by an innate tendency to achieve, 
maintain and enhance the self and become fully functioning persons. 
Abraham Maslow (1970) believed that each individual is bom with basic 
needs that lead to growth, development and actualization. The hierarchy of needs 
include physiological needs, safety needs, need for belongingness and love, self 
esteem needs and the need for self actualization. Self actualization is the highest need 
in the hierarchy need theory in which people have reached their fullest potential. The 
humanistic approach emphasizes the significance of positive aspects of life. 
The brief recapitulation given" above of the major approaches and theories of 
personality shows that this concept has been the focus of concern of many prominent 
psychologists. Findings and theoretical formulations from different viewpoints have 
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enriched our understanding of personality, which is undoubtedly a core concept 
related to hxunan behaviour. 
Personality determines our reactions to the environment. It has consistently 
been found to be a strong predictor of well-being (Diener, Suh, Lucas and Smith, 
1999). The Dynamic Equilibrium model (Headey and Wearing, 1992) asserts that 
individuals have a distinct average amount of well-being that is determined by his 
personality. According to them, people with extraverted personalities, for example, 
are more likely to experience certain events as compared to those who are most 
introverted. These events, in turn, affect one's baseline level of psychological well-
being. While unusual events may shift an individual above or below his level, the 
Dynamic Equilibrium Model suggests that the individual will return to their baseline 
level as the circumstances normalize (Diener, Oishi and Lucas, 2003). 
Diener and Seligman (2002) studied 222 college students, some identified as 
happy, others as unhappy. They found clear difference between the two groups. The 
happier students were more extraverted and agreeable, less neurotic, and more social 
than where unhappier students. The happy personalities reported having strong, 
positive relationships with friends and family. They were highly satisfied with their 
lives, recalled many more good events than bad ones, and experienced more positive 
emotions daily than negative ones. 
A broad study of Eysenck's three personality factors conducted in 39 
countries, and of the Big Five factors conducted in 26 countries, found that low 
neuroticism and high extraversion correlated significantly with national levels of 
subjective well-being. (Steel and Ones, 2002). Other personality variables have also 
foimd to contribute to subjective well-being. A study of 474 college students in the 
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United States and 200 college students in South Korea identified four factors 
contributing to happiness: autonomy, competence, relatedness, and self esteem. These 
factors were consistent over both cultures (Sheldon, Elliot, Kim and Kasser, 2001). 
After examining the various approaches to the study and measurement of 
personality, the researcher felt that the Big Five Model is one of the most 
comprehensive, empirical model. Over-three or four decades of research, extensive 
analysis of the adjectives used to describe personality and then factor analyzing 
himdreds of personality measures had been done to find the basic, underlying factors 
of personality by different researchers. The findings resulted in five traits. These Big 
Five traits are also referred to as the 'Five Factor Model' (Costa and Mc Crae, 1992) 
and as the Global Factors of personality (Russell and Karol, 1994). The Big Five 
Factors are Opermess, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness and 
Neuroticism (OCEAN). Therefore, operationally factors studied to assess 
personality were in accordance with NEC - FFI. 
1. Openness: is a general appreciation for art, adventure, unusual ideas, and 
imagination. People who are open to experience are intellectually curious, 
appreciative of art, witty and sensitive to beauty. People with low scores on 
openness tend to have more conventional, traditional interests. 
2. Conscientiousness: is a tendency to show self discipline, act dutifully and aim for 
achievement. It includes the factor known as Need for Achievement. People high 
on this trait are generally achievement oriented, organised, responsible and 
dependable. On the negative side, they can be perfectionists or workaholic. 
3. Extraversion: is characterized by positive emotions and the tendency to seek the 
company of others. Extroverts enjoy being with people and are energetic. 
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dominant, assertive, outgoing, talking, fun-loving. Introverts, on the other hand, 
are quiet, less involved in external world and prefer to be alone. 
4. Agreeableness: is a tendency to be compassionate and cooperative. Individuals 
high on this trait are considerate, friendly, generous, helpful, trustworthy, caring, 
warm and willing to compromise their interests with others. They hold an 
optimistic view of himian nature. People who score low are suspicious, unfriendly, 
and uncooperative and place self interest above getting along with others. 
5. Neuroticism: is the tendency to experience negative emotions, such as anger, 
anxiety, fear etc. Those who score high on neuroticism are vulnerable to stress, 
more likely to interpret ordinary situations as threatening, emotionally unstable, 
anxious, worried, distressed, irritable and hypertensive. On the other hand, 
individuals who score low are emotionally stable, calm and free from persistent 
negative feelings. 
This model is an important development in personality. It has been found 
useful in understanding the profile across cultures. Cross cultural research further 
confirms the utility of five dimensions in populations of old and young, educated and 
uneducated (Mc Crae and John, 1992). 
Causal Attributions 
Attribution has been a topic of major interest in social psychology for several 
decades (Graham and Folkes, 1990; Heider, 1958; Jones, 1990). The term 
'attribution' is used to refer to the individual's perception of causations that is his 
explanation as to why the events have taken place. It is a process through which a 
person seeks to identify the causes of his own as well as of others' behaviour. 
According to Kelly (1972), attribution is a complex process in which we observe 
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others behaviour and then attempt to infer the cause behind it from various clues. It 
refers also to efforts to understand the causes behind our behaviour too. 
In many situations, explaining events in our lives in terms of their 'why' and 
'how' becomes a central concern. We want to know why other people have acted as 
they have or why events have turned out in a specific way. We think whether others' 
behaviour originates mainly from internal causes (own traits, motives, intentions), 
mainly from external causes (some aspects of the social environment), or from a 
combination of both. For example, "I did not work hard on a major paper" (an internal 
cause), "because my teacher is biased against me" (an external cause) or maybe both 
for not getting good marks in that paper. 
Attribution theory is concerned with how people make causal explanations, 
about how they deal with questions beginning with 'why'. It deals with how 
individuals interpret events and how this relates to their thinking and behaviour. It is 
concerned with the information they use in making causal inferences and what they 
do within this information to answer causal questions. 
People form explanations for human behaviour and, such explanations are 
called causal explanations, in which specific conditions are attributed to a causal role. 
Causal explanations are a particularly powerfiil basis for prediction and confrol 
(Forsteriing and Rudolph, 1988). 
The origin of attribution theory can be traced to Heider's work (1944, 1958) 
on phenomenal causality. He explained attributions in terms of two categories -
personal and environmental causes. According to him, individuals broadly attribute a 
given action either to personal (internal) factors or environmental (external) factors. A 
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personal attribution consists of the causes being internal to that person, such as 
personality traits, attitudes, moods, efforts etc. An environmental attribution consists 
of the causes external to that person, such as the actions of others. He explained how 
people perceive the causes. The concept of intentionality was given importance by 
Heider. He laid the foundation for other theories. 
Jones and Davis's Theory of Correspondent Inference: 
Edward Jones and Keith Davis (1965) theory of Correspondent Inference 
explains how people infer that an individual's behaviour corresponds to an underlying 
disposition or personality trait. According to them, people try to infer from an overt 
action whether it corresponds to a stable personal characteristic of the individual. 
Thus, a 'correspondent inference' is an inference that the individual's action 
corresponds to a stable characteristic. For example, if a friend helps you, is his 
'helping nature' a stable personality characteristic or not? 
In explaining social events, Jones and Davis argued that people have a 
preference for making attributions (which are more inconsonance with personality 
dispositions in other words internal and stable), and that external attributions are 
mainly default options, made only when internal causes caimot be found. 
The central concern of this theory is correspondence, a term that refers to the 
clarity or directness of the relation between the disposition and behaviour. If the 
observer believes that an action could be the resuh of any number of dispositions, 
then the action is low in correspondence. However, if the observer believes that the 
action could be due to only one disposition, then the behaviour is high in 
correspondence (i.e. the behaviour corresponds to the inferred disposition). 
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To make a correspondent inference, five sources of information are given 
consideration. 
1. Freely shown behaviour: A factor which the observer considers in making 
inferences is the actor's degree of choice in performing the behaviour. The more 
choice the actor is perceived to have in engaging in an action, the more confident 
the observer v^ dll be that the action does indeed reflect an underlying disposition. 
If environmental pressures to perform the behaviour are present, it will be imclear 
to the observer whether the behaviour was due to situational or dispositional 
factors. Consequently, the observer should make a less extreme and less confident 
dispositional attribution. 
2. Those behaviours that produce non common effects: The term "Non common 
effects" was used by Jones and Davis for those effects that are produced by a 
particular cause that could not be produced by any other apparent cause. People 
assume that others are aware of non common effects and that the specific 
behaviour was performed intentionally to produce the non common effect - this 
tendency has been called 'outcome bias' (Allison, Mackie and Messick, 1996). 
Research indicates that behaviour with unique non common effects result in 
stronger inferences about an individual's disposition than behaviour with 
common effects (Ajzen and Holmes, 1976). 
3. Socially desirable behaviour: Social desirability may be defined as how likely the 
observer thinks the average person would be to carry out this action under the 
same circumstances. The higher the social desirability of the action, the less likely 
the observer is to make an inference about dispositions of the actor because it 
does not tell much about a stable characteristic of a person because it may be 
controlled by norms. Unusual behaviours, those that are not consistent with role 
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requirements, and those that are contrary to social norms provide the observer 
with a clear basis for making s dispositional inference about the actor as socially 
undesirable behaviour is not influenced by any cultural norm or society. When 
such action is taken, people realize that the social costs incurred by the individual 
(who does the action) may be great, and they are much more confident that the 
behaviour reflects a stable and internal disposition (Jones et al., 1961). 
4. Hedonic relevance: Hedonic relevance refers to behaviour that has important 
direct consequences for self Many of the actor's behaviours directly affect the 
outcomes of the observer. Some actions are gratifying to the observer, and others 
are punishing. To the extent that the actor's behaviour affects the observer's 
outcomes (either positively or negatively), the action is said to be "hedonically 
relevant" to the observer. If the behaviour has a direct impact on self i.e. hedonic 
relevance, more accurate inferences can be made. 
5. Personalism: Behaviour high in personalism reflects some 'true' characteristic of 
the person. The observer attempts to determine whether the actor chose to behave 
in the given manner because of the observer or for some other reason. If an action 
is directed specifically toward the observer, it is high in personalism. However, if 
the action is directed toward people in general or if it affects the observer but only 
as the by-product of behaviour directed toward another goal, it is low in 
personalism. Actions high in personalism lead to more extreme inferences than 
actions low in personalism. Correspondent inferences about others' behaviour 
that appear to be directly intended to benefit or harm us are more accurate. 
Considering these rules, according to Jones and Davis's theory, people are 
most likely to conclude that other people's actions reflect underlying dispositional 
traits when the behaviour is perceived to be (a) freely chosen, (b) low in social 
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desirability, (c ) results in unique, non common effect, (d) is high in hedonic 
relevance and (e) is high in personalism. 
Jones and Harris (1967) found that American students making attributions for 
speeches made by other students tended to make more correspondent inferences for 
freely chosen socially impopular positions. This study provided support to the 
correspondent inference theory. 
Weiner's Attribution Theory: 
Bernard Weiner and his colleagues expanded Heider's primary distinction 
between the internal and external locus of causality to include questions about 
stability and controllability (Weiner, 1986; Weiner et al., 1972). 
Weiner was interested in the causes and consequences of the sorts of 
attribution made for people's success or failure on a task. He believed that in making 
an attribution, three performance dimensions should be considered: 
1. Locus: Is the performance caused by the person (internal) or the situation 
(external)? 
2. Stability: Is the internal or external cause a stable or unstable one? 
3. Controllability: To what extent is future task performance under the person's 
control? 
Stable causes are permanent and lasting, while unstable causes are temporary 
and fluctuating. Some causes called dispositional, are both internal and stable (I didn't 
get good marks in exam because I am a poor student). Other causes are considered to 
be internal but unstable (I didn't get good marks because I was not well). Some causes 
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can be external and stable (I didn't get good marks because teachers are always biased 
against me), while others are perceived as external and unstable (I didn't get good 
marks because of bad luck this time). 
Another dimension was considered in studying attributions - "controllability" 
of these causes. According to Weiner (1982), we think of some causes as being within 
people's control and others as being outside their control. 
Weiner's model is dynamic one, in that first people first assess whether 
someone has succeeded or failed and accordingly experience positive or negative 
emotions. The locus, stability, and controllability of causal attributions appear to be 
primary dimensions employed when people explain events (Meyer and Koebl, 1982). 
Weiner's model is relatively well supported by experiments that provide 
participants with performance outcomes and locus, stability and controllability 
information, often under role playing conditions (de Jung, Koomen and Mellenbergh, 
1988). More recently, Weiner (1995) has extended his model to place an emphasis on 
judgements of responsibility. On the basis of causal attributions, people make 
judgements of responsibility and it is these latter judgements, not the causal 
attributions themselves that influence affective experiences and behavioral reactions. 
Kelly's Theory of Causal Attributions: 
In countless life situations, we face attributional tasks. We want to know why 
other people have acted as they have, or why events have turned out in a particular 
way. Such knowledge is crucial, for only if we understand the causes behind others' 
actions can we adjust our own actions accordingly and hope to make sense out of the 
social world. Did others' behaviour stem mainly fi-om internal causes (their own 
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characteristics, motives, intentions); mainly from external causes (some aspect of the 
social or physical world); or a combination of both? For example, I might not get a 
job because I do not have the necessary qualifications (an internal cause); because the 
selection committee is biased against me (an external cause); or perhaps because of 
both factors. 
One theory that specifically attempts to explain attributions derived from 
multiple observational points and details the processes for making external as well as 
internal, attributions is Harold Kelly's (1967) co variation model. Kelly agreed with 
Heider that human beings are rational and logical observers, acting much like naive 
scientists in the manner in which they tested their hypotheses about the behaviour of 
others. Kelly believed that in trying to discover the causes of behaviour, people act 
much like scientists. They try to identify what factors covary with the behaviour and 
then assign that factor a causal role. The procedure is similar to that used by the 
statistical technique of analysis of variance (ANOVA), and for this reason, Kelly's 
model is often referred to as an ANOVA model. 
According to Kelly, people make attributions by using the co variation 
principle. This principle states that for something to be the cause of a particular 
behaviour, it must be present when the behaviour occurs and absent when it does not 
occur - the presumed cause and observed effect must covary. 
Our confidence in assigning a cause to some effect will be adversely affected 
if we cannot distinguish significant differences in the covariation between the effect 
we are interested in explaining and a nimiber of possible causes (Fiedler et al., 1999). 
Kelly (1972) called this cognitive "fact" the discounting principle. Whenever a 
particular event has several possible causal explanations, we tend to be much less 
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likely to attribute the effect to any particular cause (Morris & Larrick, 1995). 
In describing the locus of causality, Kelly elaborated on the internal-external 
dimension by further delineating external attributions in the entity and circumstances. 
The entity is the object towards which the person's behaviour is directed and can be 
another person or a thing. Circumstances are simply the conditions in which the 
actions or events occur. 
According to Kelly, in attempts to answer the question WHY about others' 
behaviour, we focus on information relating to three major dimensions. First, we 
consider consensus - the extent to which others react to some stimulus or event in the 
same manner as the person we are considering. The higher the proportion of other 
people who react in the same way, the higher the consensus. 
Second, we consider consistency - the extent to which the person in whose 
behaviour we are interested reacts to the stimulus or event in the same way on other 
occasions. In other words, consistency relates to the extent to which the person's 
behaviour is unvarying over time. 
And third, we examine distinctiveness - the extent to which the person reacts 
in the same manner to other, different stimuli or events. It refers to similar reactions to 
different stimuli or events. 
Kelly's theory suggests that we are most likely to attribute another's behaviour 
to internal causes imder conditions in which consensus and distinctiveness are low, 
but consistency is high. In contrast, we are most likely to attribute another's behaviour 
to external causes under conditions in which consensus, consistency and 
distinctiveness are all high. Finally, we usually attribute behaviour to a combination 
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of these factors under conditions in which consensus is low but consistency and 
distinctiveness are high. 
Kelly's theory is reasonable; and it seems applicable to a wide range of social 
situations. Further, basic aspects of the theory have been confirmed by the results of 
many different studies (eg. Harvey and Weary, 1989; Mc Arthur, 1972). 
Empirical studies have generally supported this theory, yet the three types of 
information do not appear to be equally influential (Chen et al.,1988). Of the three, 
consensus information has the weakest effect on attribution (Windschild and Wells, 
1997). What this suggests that when trying to understand another person's behaviour, 
we appear to primarily focus on information that can be obtained solely by attending 
to the person (was his behaviour distinctive or consistent), and we pay less attention 
to information that requires us to also attend to other people's behaviour (consensus 
information). 
Mc Arthur (1972) tested Kelly's theory by having participants make internal 
or external attributions for a range of behaviour, each accompanied by one of the 
possible configurations of high or low consistency, distinctiveness and consensus 
information. Although the theory was generally supported (Kassin, 1979), there was a 
tendency for people to vmder use consensus information. There are also some general 
issues worth considering-
> There is evidence that people are actually poor at assessing the co variation of 
different events (Alloy and Tabachnik, 1984). 
> There is no guarantee that people are using the covariation principle. They may 
attribute causality to the most salient feature or to whatever causal agent appears 
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to be similar to the effect (Nisbett and Ross, 1980). 
> If people do attribute causality on the basis of covariance or correlation, then 
they are indeed being naive scientists (Hilton, 1988) - but covariation is not 
causation. 
> Another drawback of the covariation model is that consistency, distinctiveness 
and consensus information require multiple observations. Sometimes, we have 
incomplete information or no information from multiple observations. To deal 
with this, Kelly (1972a) introduced the notion of causal schemata - beliefs or 
preconceptions, built up from experience, about how certain kinds of cause 
interact to produce a specific effect. One such schema is that a particular effect 
requires at least two causes (called the 'multiple necessary cause' schema). 
Although the notion of causal schemata does have some empirical support (Kun 
and Weiner, 1973) and does help to resolve attributional problems raised by the 
case of a single observation, it is by no means uncritically accepted 
(Fiedler, 1982). 
Attributions styles have relevance to various important matters related to 
health and illness (Peterson, 1988, 1995), depression (Seligman, Abramson, Semmel 
and Von Baeyer, 1969), success and failure (Zeleski, 1988), interpersonal 
relationships, achievement which are undoubtedly relevant for the sense of well-being 
in an individual. Schwarz and Clore (1983) formulated a cognitive model based on 
attributions to explain the tendency of human beings to acquire happiness. The model 
suggests that good events bring most happiness if they are attributed to internal and 
stable factors. However, there may be some events that can lead to happiness, 
regardless of the attributions made, because of the positive subjective perception the 
individual made about the event. 
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The researcher considered the concept of attributional styles given by 
Abramson, Seiigman and Teasdale (1978) as most appropriate. Therefore, 
attributional styles as studied by the researcher were based in terms of the dimensions 
given by the concept of Abramson, Seiigman and Teasdale (1978) and Abramson, 
Garber and Seiigman (1980). They explained attributional styles in terms of three 
dimensions. They are as follows: 
a) Internal vs. External Causes: When individuals believe that outcomes are the 
results of their actions, they tend to attribute the outcomes to themselves i.e. 
internal factors. When environmental factors are held responsible for the 
outcome then the attributions made are said to be external. 
b) Stable vs. Unstable Causes: Stability refers to relative performance associated 
with an attribution. That is, if an individual attributes response outcome non-
contingency to a stable factor, it may result in helplessness which may persist 
over a period of time but under similar conditions or situational cues. One's 
ability, task difficulty are stable attributions. Unstable attributions result in 
helplessness, which may not last long and fade away with time e.g. Mood, effort, 
luck, etc. 
c) Global - Specific Causes: Abramson, Garber and Seiigman (1980) and Miller 
and Norman (1979), suggested a specific - global dimension which is orthogonal 
to both intemality and stability dimensions. This accovmts for generality of 
helplessness across tasks and situations. Attributions to global factors affect 
expectancy and performance in many situations. Attributions to specific factors 
may result in helplessness. 
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Emerging from this model, eight attributional styles can be identified. 
Therefore, operationally the attributional styles studied by the researcher were 
positive external/internal, positive stable/unstable, positive global/specific, 
composite positive, negative external/internal, negative stable/unstable, negative 
global/specific and composite negative. 
Perceived Social Support 
We live in a social world and often rely on others for support, to bolster our 
own resources, particularly at times when our resources are depleted or inadequate. 
Having someone who is a confidant and who will appreciate that one is important, not 
only softens the effects of stress, but also contributes in a direct and independent way 
to emotional well-being. Social support refers to social assets, social resources, or 
social networks that people can use when they are in need of aid, advice, help, 
assistance, approval, comfort, protection or backing. Social support refers to a variety 
of material and emotional supports a person receives from others. It is usually defined 
as the existence and availability of people on whom we can rely, people who let us 
know that they care about, value and love us. 
Social support has been defined in a number of ways. Initially, it was defined 
according to the nimiber of fiiends that were available to the individual. However, this 
has been developed to include not only the number of friends supplying social 
support, but the satisfaction with this support. (Sarason et al., 1983). Cobb (1976) 
defines social support, as "information leading the subject to believe that he is cared 
for and loved, esteemed and a member of network of mutual obligations". He 
suggests that social support is a mediating variable that facilitates identity change by 
providing an individual with esteem support so that he feels he can go out and master 
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a problem. Individuals with high levels of social support may experience less stress 
when they confront a stressful experience, and cope with it more successfully. It is 
sometimes defined and measured in terms of the structure of a person's social 
relationships in general or of a particular type such as friendship. It can also be 
conceptualized in terms of the functional content of the relationships, such as the 
degree to which the relationships involve emotional concern, instrumental aid, 
information etc. 
Social support is defined as the degree to which a person's basic social needs 
are gratified through interaction with others (Kaplan, Cassel and Gore, 1977). Such 
needs may be met by either the provision of instrumental or socio-emotional aid 
(Thoits, 1982). Andrews, Tenant, Hewson and Vaillant (1978) postulate that the 
quality of a supportive emotional relationship rather than the quantity of the help 
available is the principal determinant of well-being. Thus, sharing feelings about a 
stressful experience and every day hassles diminish their detrimental impact. 
According to Turner, Frunkel, and Levin (1983), the quantity and range of available 
evidence leaves doubt that social support is importantly related to diverse forms of 
psychological distress and disorder. 
Social support can be of three types - tangible support, informational support 
and emotional support. Tangible support refers to material support, such as service, 
financial assistance or goods. Family and friends can provide informational support 
about stressful events which may help an individual to understand a stressful event 
better and decide the type of coping strategies which can be used to face it. Another 
type of support is the emotional support which is provided at times of stress when 
people experience sadness, anxiety and loss of self esteem. Friends and family can 
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provide the emotional support by reassuring that individual that he or she is a valuable 
individual who is cared for. The warmth provided by other people can enable a person 
under stress to cope with it more easily. 
Another division of social support was made by Kahn (1979) and Kahn and 
Antonucci(1980) who delienated three forms of social support: aid (direct assistance 
- things, money, and information), affect (expression of caring, respect and love) and 
affirmation (acknowledgement of the appropriateness of acts or statements). Almost 
the same concept was given by House (1981) who divided the dimension of aid into 
two components - (i) instrumental or direct help and (ii) informational support. Affect 
and affirmation were labelled by him as emotional and appraisal support, but 
conceptually they were the same. 
Wills (1985) has also defined several types of social support: esteem support 
where other people increase a person's self esteem, informational support where other 
people are available to offer advice and instrumental support which involves physical 
help. 
Barera (1986) suggested that social support be divided into the following 
categories: (i) Social embeddedness, referring to the structural elements of social 
support and the connections that individuals have within their social environment, (ii) 
enacted support and perceived availability i.e. actions that are performed to provide 
help to another and the perception that assistance is available and (iii) satisfaction 
with social support i.e. perceived adequacy of supportive ties. 
An important distinction in social support is between an individual's 
perception of the support he receives and the actual support received. Perceived social 
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support refers to how much the individuals perceive that they are supported by family 
or peer groups. It is the degree to which one feels that support is available or 
inadequate. At times, family and friends are ready to provide the support needed but 
the individual does not perceive them to be supportive. It is the perception that one is 
supported, rather than the actual provision of support or help, that leads to beneficial 
effect. Many of the benefits of social support come fi-om the perception that social 
support is available. Merely perceiving that one has social support goes considerable 
distance in providing the health and mental health benefits of social support (Bolger et 
al., 2000). 
Helgeson (1993), VanderZee et al. (1997) and Wethington and Kessler (1986) 
showed that perceived availability of social support is a better predictor of well-being 
than the actual support given. Perceived social support and physical and psychological 
symptoms are negatively related (Billings and Moos, 1991). Results of three path 
analytic studies (Dean and Ensel, 1982; Lin and Dean, 1984; Lin and Ensel, 1984) 
indicate that perceived social support is negatively correlated with depressive 
symptoms. Women who perceive that they have inadequate social support have 
substantially higher odds of being depressed than women with high support and low 
strain (Aneshensel, 1985). 
In a study of single parent families, Bernard (1964) found that those divorced 
women who were a part of a caring, supportive network of firiends and family 
members seemed to adapt more easily to the demands of single parenthood than 
women who were more isolated fi'om potential sources of support. Colletta (1979) 
also reports a significant relationship between the amount of support received 
(satisfaction with that support) and the child rearing practices of a sample of a 
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divorced mothers. In a study, post divorce adjustment was found to be significantly 
associated with the respondent's level of social participation and perceived social 
support (Raschke, 1977). Those mothers receiving what they viewed as adequate 
support interacted with their children more positively than did those mothers who 
reported support deficits. 
Hinds and Moyer (1997) strongly concur that "how actions are perceived 
determines whether or not they are felt to be supportive." This conclusion was 
reached through the qualitative study of cancer patients undergoing radiotherapy 
treatments. The researchers found that even acts not intended to be supportive could 
be perceived as such. 
Social support is beneficial in times of stress, and it is effective regardless of 
the kind of coping strategies that are used (Frazier et al., 2000). If an individual's 
psychological strain is high due to stress, appropriate forms of social support may 
reduce the strain directly. Adolescents with high levels of social support fi-om family 
and friends may experience less stress when they confront a stressful experience, and 
they may cope with it more successfully. Social support buffers the individual from 
unfavourable effects of stress and change by facilitating coping and adaptation. A 
study of social support and stress revealed that social support from significant others 
is of major importance in coping with stressful life experiences and that social support 
can reduce or ehminate the adverse consequences of these events upon health or well-
being (Cohen and Wills, 1985; Sarason, Sarason and Pierce, 1990; Coyne and 
Downey, 1991). Social support may also help individuals gain confidence in their 
ability to handle stressful situations. Thus, when they experience stress, they may 
appraise the stressor as less threatening than people who have fewer coping resources 
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(Wills, 1998). The noxious effects of stress may be modified or attenuated by social 
support (Cassel, 1976). 
Two theories have been developed to explain the relation of social support to 
stress- first, the main effect hypothesis suggests that social support itself is beneficial 
and that absence of social support is itself stressful. This suggests that social support 
mediates the stress illness link, with its very presence reducing the effect of stressor 
and its absence itself acting as a stressor. Secondly, the stress buffering hypothesis 
suggests that social support helps individuals to cope with stress, therefore mediating 
the individual from the stressor. Social support influences the individual's appraisal of 
the potential stressor. This process, which has been described using the social 
comparison theory, suggests that the existence of other people enables individuals 
exposed to a stressor to select an appropriate coping strategy by comparing 
themselves with others. The buffering effects of social support help an individual to 
deal with high levels of stress, thus benefiting the mental health of the individual. 
Social support acts as a reserve and resource that blunts the effects of stress or enables 
the individual to cope with high levels of stress more efficiently. High levels of social 
support buffer the impact of stressors and helps in adjustment of the individual 
(Cohen and WilUamson, 1991). The buffering effect may occur only when the kinds 
of available social support match the needs elicited by the stress a person is 
experiencing (Krause and Jay, 1991). People with high levels of social support feel 
less distressed than do people with low levels of social support (Fleming, Baum, 
Gisriel and Gatchel, 1982). The buffering hypothesis implies that individuals with 
high levels of social support are less likely to show psychological maladjustment in 
the face of stress than are individuals with low levels of social support (Mitchell and 
Trickett, 1980; Gottlieb, 1981). 
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The ability of social support systems to both buffer stress responses and to 
increase an individual's ability to cope has received support in a variety of studies 
(Johnson and Sarason, 1979). "Social support as a buffer is often described as if it 
were an invisible shield, like fluoride for teeth, except applied to those areas of the 
psyche and soma otherwise vulnerable to stress" (Schaefer, 1982). Pearlin (1989) 
supported the idea that social support forms a shield that insulates the individual from 
stress exposure. Chan and Ward (1993) suggested that social support acts to reduce 
the risk of illness by reducing harmfiil stress appraisal. Using the Norbeck Social 
Support Questionnaire (NSSQ) as the measure of social support, Kang, Coe, 
Karaszewsky and Mc Carthy (1998) found that social support buffered stress among 
133 well managed middle class asthmatic teens. 
Antonovsky (1979) suggested that resources such as social support can 
increase a person's resistance to stress. A moderating effect is achieved when a 'third 
variable' affects the correlation between two other variables (Hurley-Wilson, 1993). 
Moderators are antecedent conditions that interact with a stressor to affect the 
outcome. This moderating effect can best be tested through ANOVA. It can be seen 
that in this model, social support is thought to protect the individual from the 
potentially harmful effects of exposure to a stressor. 
Social support may affect independently and directly, perhaps by providing 
social integration, which then results in heightened self esteem (Andrews, Tennant, 
Hewson and Vaillant, 1978; Hirsch, 1981). Alternatively, social support may buffer a 
person from the effects of life stress (Barrera, Sandler and Ramsay, 1981; Hirsch, 
1980, Wilcox, 1981). 
Cohen and McKay (1984) have proposed a specificity model of social support 
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that suggests that social support creates specific needs, and then when social support 
meets those needs, that support will buffer the impact of stressor. They have 
suggested that different stressors will place different demands on an individual. Those 
forms of social support that are most specific and appropriate to the stressed person's 
needs will be the most valuable, and will be most successful in mediating the effects 
of the stressor. This specificity model proposes, in essence, that not all support is of 
equal value in every stressful situation. 
Other studies also suggest that social support has a role in buffering stress 
(Dean and Lin, 1977; Lin, Simeone, Ensel, and Kuo, 1979), mitigating the effects of 
physical illness and psychological distress (Gore, 1978; Brown, Brolchain and Harris, 
1975; Henderson, 1977). The use of professional help services is also influenced by 
social support (McKinley, 1973; Croog, Lipson and Levine, 1972). 
Individual's well-being is greatly affected by the individual's particular 
relationship to social institutions. Much of the internal orientation to one's life, 
assessment of the individual self, grows out of the significant contacts and ties one 
has with families, work colleagues, or friends. Their attitudes affect the individuals' 
view of himself/herself, the sense of mastery and conceptions of self. People 
constantly try to protect their view of themselves from self- deprecation and shame, 
and they may be helped in this endeavour by those who are close to them. Calamities 
can be softened by the sympathetic assessments offered by the significant others in an 
individual's lives. Social support has a direct and positive effect on psychological 
well-being by fulfilling a person's needs for affiliation, belonging, respect, social 
recognition, affection and nurturance (Kaplan, Cassel and Gore, 1977). By 
implication, frustration of these needs (lack of support) may itself constitute a source 
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of stress (Rabkin and Struening, 1976). The research has by and large emphasized two 
ways in which social support may be related to well-being: Social support networks 
may intervene between stressful life events and psychological distress (Myers, 
Lindenthal, and Pepper, 1975; Rabkin and Streuning, 1976; Dean and Lin, 1977, 
Gore, 1978; Nuckolls, Cassel and Kaplan, 1972) and social support may have an 
independent beneficial effect on emotional make up. (Williams, Ware and Donald, 
1981; Lemer, 1973; Kaplan; Wilson and Leighton, 1976; Henderson, 1977). 
Social support has more than a buffering role in that it has pervasive effects on 
one's general sense of well-being, even without life stressors. This corresponding 
sense of well-being, self esteem, and social support may then increase one's ability to 
deal with life stressors (Andrews, Tennant, Hewson, and Vaillant, 1978; Thoits, 1982; 
Turner, 1981; Williams, Ware and Donald, 1981). 
Grossman and Rowat (1995) examined how social support mediated the 
relationship between stress from divorce and well-being among 244 adolescents. The 
Inventory of Socially Supportive Behaviours (ISSB, Barrera, 1981) was used as the 
measure of social support. When family strains (married vs. divorced) was controlled, 
the perceived quality of the parental relationship contributed significantly to an 
explanation of the variance in anxiety, life satisfaction and a sense of future. 
Supportive social systems are presumed to provide tangible assistance, 
promote more active coping, and help individuals maintain their sense of self esteem 
in the face of difficulty (Heller and Swindle, 1983) In an early study of single parent 
families, Bernard (1964) noted that those divorced women who were part of a caring, 
supportive network of friends and family members seemed to adapt more easily to 
demands of single parenthood than women who were more isolated from potential 
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sources of support. 
Chan and Ward (1993) suggested that social support acts to reduce the risk of 
illness by reducing harmful stress appraisal. Lugton (1997) also used qualitative 
approaches to examine the meaning of social support to women treated for breast 
cancer. The women needed support to make the diagnosis appear less threatening and 
to assist in maintaining or changing their identities. Hatchett, Friend, Symister and 
Wadhua (1997) studied 42 end stage renal disease patients. They found that increased 
perceived social support from family correlated with decreased hopelessness (r = 
0.27, p < 0.05). Increased perceived social support from the medical staff was 
correlated with increase in optimism (r = 0.27, p < 0.05). Frey (1989) found 
significant main effects for perceived social support and family health among parents 
of diabetic children. Lynch (1977) reported that widowed, divorced or single 
individuals have higher mortality rates from heart disease than married people and 
suggested that heart disease and mortality are related to lower levels of social support. 
Berkman and Syme (1979) reported the results of a prospective study whereby 
they measured social support in 4700 men and women aged 30 - 69, whom they 
followed up for 9 years. They found that increased social support predicted a decrease 
in mortality rate indicating a role of social support in health. Research has also 
indicated that birth complications are lower in women who have higher levels of 
social support again suggesting a link between social support and health status 
(Oakley, 1992). Ametz et al. (1987) examined the immune functioning of 25 women 
who were either employed (n=8) or unemployed (n=17). The unemployed group 
received either standard economic benefits only or received benefits as well as a 
psychosocial support programme. The results showed that those unemployed subjects 
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who received the psychosocial support showed better immune functioning than did 
subjects who received benefits only. This indicated that social support reduced 
immunosuppression, thus promoting health. 
Haynes et al. (1980) carried out a study to examine the interrelationship 
between perceived control and stress and their effects on the stress-illness link. They 
examined the prevalence of coronary heart disease in women and compared the 
prevalence between working and nonworking women. In addition, aspects of job, 
social support and perceived control over work were measured. The results showed 
that the working women were not more likely to have CHD than the non working 
women, suggesting that job demand is not simply a predictor of CHD. However, 
within the firamework of working women, those women who reported less perceived 
control over their work were more likely to have CHD than those who reported high 
perceived control, suggesting that within the group of people of high job demand, low 
control was a predictor of illness. In addition, within the group of working women, 
those who showed low work support were also more likely to have CHD supporting 
the research on social support and its relation to illness. 
William, Ware and Donald (1981) have found that social support acted 
independently in its effect on psychological health. Linn (1985) conducted a study to 
imderstand how stress and social support relate to physical and psychological health 
of older women and found that depression differed between high and low support 
groups, with more depression associated with less social support. Social support is 
related to decrease in depression (Aneshensel and Frerichs, 1982; Aneshensel and 
Huba, 1984). These results suggest that social support instead of merely protecting an 
individual against the negative impacts of stress, may itself be important in 
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ameliorating depressive symptoms. 
Ostrow et al. (1985) conducted an epidemiological survey on university 
students of University of Utah to measure the prevalence and distribution of 
psychological adjustment problems and to test hypothesis about the role of stressful 
life events, social support and personal competencies in predicting adjustment. 
Regression analysis showed that the aggregate combination accounted for 12% of the 
variance in adjustment, with three variables making significant contribution -
satisfaction, conflicted network ratio, and availability of support. Satisfaction with 
support received was the most important contributor among the three significant 
variables for both men and women. 
Observations in a variety of settings have highlighted the positive roles played 
by social support in psychological and physical health. It has been found that social 
support not only contributes to positive adjustment and physical health but also 
enhances psychological well-being of an individual. 
After reviewing all the concepts of perceived social support, the researcher felt 
the concept of perceived social support given by Zimet et al. (1988) as most 
appropriate. According to them, perceived social support refers to how much the 
individuals perceive that they are supported by family, peer group or significant other. 
It is the degree to which one feels that support is available or inadequate. Therefore, 
operationally sources of perceived social support were in accordance with the 
concept given by Zimet et al. (1988). 
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Research Objective: 
The main objective of the study is to find out how personality factors, causal 
attributions and perceived social support predict the experience of psychological well-
being. Since gender is an aspect which exercises influence on many behaviours of the 
individual, the role of gender in the context of these factors was also investigated. The 
factor of joint / nuclear family system was also considered important and was taken 
into consideration in the same maimer as gender. 
Research Questions: 
Attempt will be made to answer the following research questions. 
1) Do personality factors predict psychological well-being? 
2) Do causal attributions predict psychological well-being? 
3) Does perceived social support predict psychological well-being? 
4) Does gender influence personality factors, causal attributions and perceived 
social support in the prediction of psychological well-being? 
5) Does family structure influence personality factors, causal attributions and 
perceived social support in the prediction of psychological well-being? 
6) Do personality factors, causal attributions and perceived social support predict 
the following components of sense of well-being - (a) Sense of autonomy, (b) 
Environmental mastery, (c) Personal growth, (d) Purpose in life, (e) Positive 
relations with others, (f) Self acceptance? 
7) Do male and female students differ in psychological well-being? 
8) Do students coming from joint and nuclear families differ in psychological well-
being? 
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Before undertaking any research endeavor, it is important to acquaint oneself 
with the work done by other researchers in the area. This enables the scholar to 
critically evaluate the methodological aspects of the proposed study, avoid pitfalls and 
conduct the research such that findings take us a step forward in generating 
knowledge in the area. The total repertoire of work is extremely voluminous, 
therefore a brief resume of relevant studies is being quoted. 
Personality factors 
Personality has an important role to play in the experience of well-being. The 
following studies point to this fact: 
DeNeve and Cooper (1998) conducted meta-analysis using 9 literature search 
strategies to examine 137 distinct personality constructs as correlates of subjective 
well-being (SWB). Personality was found to be equally predictive of life satisfaction, 
happiness, and positive affect, but significantly less predictive of negative affect. The 
traits most closely associated with SWB were repressive-defensiveness, trust, 
emotional stability, locus of control-chance, desire for control, hardiness, positive 
affectivity, private collective self-esteem, and tension. When personality traits were 
grouped according to the Big Five factors, Neuroticism was the strongest predictor of 
negative affect, life satisfaction (inverse relationship) and happiness (inverse 
relationship). Positive affect was predicted equally well by Extraversion and 
Agreeableness. 
The association between well-being and personality was examined in 2379 
adults using measures that parallel C. D. Ryff (1989) psychological model for well-
being and NEO - PI - R for personality. More than 83% of the correlations between 
personality factors and well-being within the domain of Neuroticism, Extraversion 
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and Conscientiousness reached statistical significance, whereas less than half of the 
correlations within the domain of Agreeableness and Openness were significant 
(Siegler and Brummett, 2000). 
A study was conducted by Creed and Evans (2002) in which two hundred and 
thirty-eight university students were administered scales of the latent (social support, 
status, time use, collective purpose, activity) and manifest (financial) benefits of 
employment, the five main personality factors (neuroticism, extraversion, 
agreeability, conscientiousness, and intellect/openness), and psychological well-being. 
Results indicated that the latent and manifest benefits of employment were 
significantly associated with well-being in a student sample that personality was able 
to accovmt for a significant amount of the explained variance in well-being over and 
above the situational variables covered by the latent and manifest benefits, and that 
neuroticism was the main individual difference influencing well-being. 
In a study by Keyes, Shmotkin and Ryff (2002), data was collected from a 
national sample of 3,032 Americans aged 25-74. Factor analyses confirmed the 
related- but-distinct status of SWB (Subjective Well-being) and PWB (Psychological 
Well-being). The probability of optimal well-being (high SWB and PWB) increased 
as age, education, extraversion, and conscientiousness increased and as neuroticism 
decreased. Compared with adults with higher SWB than PWB, aduhs with higher 
PWB than SWB were younger, had more education, and showed more openness to 
experience. 
A study was conducted to find the Big Five correlates of three measures of 
subjective well-being on 111 individuals who completed NEO Five Factor Inventory, 
along with three measures of subjective well-being, the Oxford Happiness Inventory, 
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Depression - Happiness Scale and satisfaction with life scale. Regression analysis 
showed that although Extraversion and Neuroticism best predicted scores on the life 
satisfaction scale. These results provide further evidence that neuroticism and 
extraversion are dimensions of personality related to subjective well-being. However, 
results also suggest that conscientiousness is an additional dimension of personality 
relevant to understanding psychological well-being (Hayes and Joseph, 2003). 
A study was conducted to examine the relationship between perceived social 
support and personality among police officers. Regression analysis reported that none 
of the NEO - PI - R domains stood out as independent predictors of satisfaction with 
social support whereas Agreeableness, Extraversion and Openness contributed 
independently to the number of social supports. In addition, number of social supports 
was divided into two components - Number of social supports from family (SSN-fin) 
and number of social supports from others (SSN-0). Regression analysis showed 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness to be independent predictors of SSN-fin and 
Conscientiousness, Extraversion and Openness to be independent predictors of SSN-
O (Tong et al., 2004). 
Blateny, Jelinck, Blizkovska and Klimusova (2004) analyzed the relationship 
of self esteem and life satisfaction to factors of the five factor model of personality on 
a sample of 700 Czech adolescents. Results showed that both self esteem 
and life satisfaction are connected with emotional stability, extraversion and 
conscientiousness. Agreeableness is related to life satisfaction but not self esteem. 
Halama (2005) conducted a study to examine the relationship between 
meaning in life and the Big Five personality traits in university students (N=82, mean 
age=21.13years) and elderly people (N=107, mean age=62.80years). Correlation 
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coefficients for extraversion and meaningfulness ranged from 0.29 to 0.42, and for 
neuroticism and meaningfulness from -0.39 to -0.60. A close relationship was also 
identified between meaningfulness and conscientiousness (correlation from 0.31 to 
0.57). Small but significant correlations between meaningfulness measures and 
openness were found in the sample of the elderly, and in the sample of university 
students, correlation between meaningfuhiess and agreeableness were found. 
Ruiz (2005) examined relationships between the five factor model of 
personality, subjective well-being and social adaptation on two Spanish groups, one 
of 112 undergraduate students and one of 177 participants from the general 
population. Analyses showed clear patterns of low but positive associations among 
scores on well-being, social adaptation and four of the five factors of personality 
(Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Emotional stability). 
Gutierrez et al., (2005) examined the association between the Big Five 
Personality dimensions, the most relevant demographic factors (sex, age, and 
relationship status) and subjective well-being on a sample of 236 nursing 
professionals. Regression analysis showed personality as one of the most important 
correlates of subjective well-being especially through Exfraversion and Neuroticism. 
There was a positive association between Openness to experience and the positive and 
negative components of affect. Likewise, the most basic demographic variables (sex, 
age and relationship status) were found to be differentially associated with the 
different elements of subjective well-being. The researchers suggest that the 
explanation for these associations is highly likely to be foimd in the links between 
demographic variables and personality. 
Tkach and Lyubomirsky (2006) conducted a study in which five hundred 
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ethnically diverse undergraduates reported their happiness strategies i.e. activities 
undertaken to maintain or increase happiness. Factor analysis extracted eight general 
strategies: affiliation, partying, mental control, goal pursuit, passive leisure, active 
leisure, religion and direct attempts at happiness. According to multiple regression 
analyses, these strategies accounted for 52% of the variance in self-reported happiness 
and 16% over and above the variance accoimted for by the Big Five personality traits. 
Finally, mediation analysis revealed that many associations between individual's 
personality and happiness levels are to some extent mediated by the strategies they 
use to increase their happiness - particularly by affiliation, mental control and direct 
attempts. 
Singh (2009) conducted a study to identify the personality traits of the Big 
Five in the Indian context on students sample. A total Of 205 technology students 
completed the NEO-PI-R, Emotional Intelligence Scale and Oxford Happiness 
Questionnaire. Using principle component analysis with varimax rotation, the 
dimensions of personality in the Indian students sample clearly replicate the five 
structure for Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness except A5 facet 
whereas. Openness and Extraversion did not get high loading of all their facets. 
Most of the studies emphasized the importance of neuroticism and 
extraversion in relation to well-being. Costa and Mc Crae (1980) found in their study 
that personality traits early in life predicted well-being years in advance. For e.g. 
Negative affect was associated with Neuroticism and low levels of well-being 
whereas positive affect was associated with extraversion and high well-being. 
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According to the studies by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988), positive and 
negative affect are related to the personality factors of extraversion and neuroticism, 
respectively. 
In a study by Fumham and Brewin (1990) over 100 subjects completed the 
Eysenck Personality Questionnaire and the Oxford Happiness Inventory. The results 
showed a predicted positive correlation between happiness and extraversion (r = 0.55, 
P < 0.001) and negative correlation between happiness and neuroticism (r = 0.43, P < 
0.001). 
Brebner, Donaldson, Kirby and Ward (1995) studied 95 student volunteers -
68 females and 27 males, with a mean age of 22.58 years, S.D.-8.15. This group of 
students completed Eysenck Personality Inventory, The Structure Temperament 
Questionnaire, Oxford Happiness Inventory, The Personal State Questionnaire, Life 
Orientation Test and The Optimism Questionnaire. It was found that scores on 
extraversion and neuroticism accounted for 42% of the variance in predicting 
happiness. 
A cross-cultxiral study by Francis, Brown, Lester and Philipchalk (1998) found 
a coherent pattern of relationships between scores on the Oxford Happiness Inventory 
and on the personality dimensions of extraversion and neuroticism in the sample with 
significant positive correlations between happiness and extraversion and significant 
negative correlations between happiness and neuroticism. 
In a review of research, Diener, Suh, Lucas and Smith (1999) concluded that 
"Personality is one of the strongest and most consistent predictors of subjective well-
being." This includes temperaments, traits and 'cognitive dispositions' such as 
optimism. 
52 
Patrick and Hayden (1999) hypothesized direct effects of neuroticism on a 
caregiver's perceptions of the stressor, on her wishful escapism and problem focused 
coping, and on psychological well-being on a sample of 596 women with an adult 
child having a chronic disability. Results indicate that neuroticism exerts direct and 
indirect effects on negative well-being of the caregiver. 
DeNeve (1999) proposed personality characteristics, especially Neuroticism 
and Extraversion as predictors of subjective well-being. He conducted a study of 137 
personality traits (for a total of 42,171 aduU respondents; mean age 53.2 years) that 
have been correlated with subjective well-being, Neuroticism was found to be one of 
the strongest negative correlates of subjective well-being. However, extraversion was 
not the primary factor associated with high subjective well-being. Rather, several 
personality characteristics that focus on the characteristic experience of emotions, on 
enhancing relationships, and on one's characteristic style of explaining the causes of 
life events are most intimately tied to subjective well-being. 
Fumham and Cheng (2000) investigated happiness in 233 young people (aged 
15-35 years) who completed a battery of questionnaires measuring personality, self 
esteem, and happiness as well as one developed for this study on their "theories of the 
causes of happiness". The 36 causes were factored into six internally coherent and 
interpretable factors. Self reported happiness, extraversion and sex were correlated 
with the Oxford Happiness Inventory scores. Path analysis, using the OHI scores as 
the dependent variable, showed self esteem, extraversion, and neuroticism to be direct 
predictors of happiness. 
Vitterso (2001) tested the relationship between emotional stability, 
extraversion and subjective well-being in a panel study of 264 Norwegian folk high 
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school students (aged 16-25 years). It was hypothesized that effect from emotional 
stability on subjective well-being indicators (life satisfaction, presence of positive 
affect and absence of negative affect) is stronger than the corresponding effect from 
extraversion. Moreover, it was anticipated that if emotional stability was controlled 
for, the effect of extraversion on subjective well-being would decrease substantially. 
In several multiple regression analysis, it was found that, in average, the amount of 
subjective well-being variance accounted by emotional stability was 34%, while the 
figure for extraversion was 1%. 
Hills and Argyle (2001) studied the relationship between happiness and 
extraversion and emotional stability in 244 residents of Oxfordshire. They completed 
Oxford Happiness Inventory, Eysenck Personality Questionnaire, Rosenberg self 
esteem scale and The Satisfaction with life scale. It was found that emotional stability 
was the larger predictor of happiness, life satisfaction and self esteem. 
Vitterso and Nilson (2002) conducted a study to (i) to analyze and explore the 
conceptual structure of subjective well-being, neuroticism and extraversion, (ii) to 
compare the effect sizes of neuroticism and extraversion as predictors of subjective 
well-being. The sample comprised of 461 participants representative of the adult 
population in northern Norway. Analyses were conducted by means of Structural 
Equations Modeling (SEM), and the results on (i) supported the notion of an overall 
structure of subjective well-being construct sustained by the three nested dimension of 
life satisfaction, positive affect and absence of negative affect. A simple factor 
structure for N and Extraversion was not supported, and considerable modification 
was needed to provide even a mediocre goodness of fit for the trait model. On (ii) 
Neuroticism explained 8 times as much of the variance as did extraversion. 
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Using a sample of 271 college students, Spangler and Palrecnlf3(M04) found 
that extraversion and neuroticism were strongly related to happiness, wh»a!.jgttKq^^eT^ V 
strivings were unrelated. 
Libran and Howard (2006) examined the association between personality 
dimensions (extraversion and neuroticism) and subjective well-being on a sample of 
368 students. Subjective well-being is associated both with extraversion and 
neuroticism, and currently neuroticism is generally considered more important. 
Regression analyses also showed that 44% of the variance of subjective well-being 
was accounted for by Neuroticism, whereas Extraversion only explained 8% of the 
variance. 
Lynn and Steel (2006) confirmed on the basis of data from 30 coimtries that 
the interaction between neuroticism and extraversion was an extremely strong 
predictor of life satisfaction and affect, and a similar though not significant effect was 
observed with happiness. Neuroticism lowered satisfaction with life among all 
nations, but more so among introverted nations than among extroverted ones. 
Bronje et al. (2004) investigated the longitudinal relations between family 
members' Big Five personality factors and perceived support. The Big Five Factor of 
Agreeableness was particularly related to perceived support. Changes in individuals 
Big Five Factors were linked to changes in the support they perceived themselves but 
even more to changes in the support that other family members perceived from them. 
Results are consistent with the hypothesis - Individual characteristics will be stable 
when there is stability in the supportive environment, but when the environment is 
changing, personality tends to change in the same direction, and vice versa. 
Bronje et al. (2005) examined whether links between Agreeableness and 
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support are generalized across relationships or occur within specific relationships. 
Analyses showed that individuals who perceive their family members as more 
agreeable perceive more support from family members across relationships. Also, 
individuals who are perceived as more agreeable are perceived as more supportive 
across relationships. Also, individuals who are perceived as more agreeable are 
perceived as more supportive across relationships, except for mothers. In addition, 
individuals who perceive specific family members as more agreeable perceive these 
specific members as more supportive. However, individuals who are perceived as 
more agreeable perceive more support only within specific relationships. Thus, 
agreeable family members are more supportive across relationships, but agreeable 
family members perceive support only within specific relationships. 
Sharma, Thapa and Malhotra (2009) evaluated the role of family enivironment 
and personality hardiness in the development of happiness disposition among tribal 
students of Himachal Pradesh (N = 200, with 100 boys and 100 girls) through 
stepwise regression analysis. Results indicated that personality hardiness, cohesion, 
intellectual cultural orientation are significant predictors of happiness in boys and 
explaining 39% of the variance. In girls, personality turned out to be the only 
significant predictor explaining 40% of variance in happiness. 
Dhapola (1967) conducted the study to examine the relationship between 
adjustment and extraversion-neuroticism on a sample of 70 subjects. Adjustment is 
indicative of presence of sense of well-being in the individual. It was found that 
adjustment and neuroticism were negatively correlated (-0.68), Extraversion and 
Neuroticism were independent (- 0.08) and adjustment and extraversion were 
positively correlated (r = 0.30). 
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Verma and Upadhyay (1983) attempted to study the relationship among 
extroversion, adjustment and frustration on 50 students of XI class. Tests of 
Extroversion-Introversion, Adjustment and frustration were administered on each 
subject. It was foimd that extraversion and adjustment were positively correlated 
whereas extroversion and frustration and adjustment and frustration yielded negative 
correlations. Chi square test also confirmed the same result: significantly students 
having low extroversion were found to show low adjustment, and high extroversion 
subjects showed high adjustment. 
Chaudhary and Sinha (1992) examined the effects of Extraversion and 
Neuroticism on a four different areas of adjustment such as home, health, social, and 
emotional. A group of 100 male college students completed the Eysenck Personality 
Inventory and the Bell Adjustment Inventory and were dichotomised into high and 
low groups on the basis of their Extraversion and Neuroticism scores. High extroverts 
differed from low extroverts only in the area of social adjustment, the former being 
better adjusted than the latter. High and low neurotic subjects differed substantially in 
all areas of adjustment. 
Shukla and Pandey (1994) explored the effect of sex, medium of instructions 
and personality differences on personal adjustment problems of adolescents following 
a 2 (boys vs. girls) x 2 (Hindi vs. English medium school) x 2 (introversion vs. 
extroversion) factorial design. Problems in adjustment lead to sense of low well-
being. A sample of 400 male and female introverts and extroverts selected from 
Intermediate Hindi and English medium schools on the basis of Self Report Inventory 
for Introversion and Extroversion (Kulsheshthra) was administered the Youth 
Problem Inventory (Varma). Personal adjustment problems were more among 
introvert students. No comparable difference was found in males and females. None 
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of the interactions were significant. 
Hussain and Kumari (1995) explored the relationship of Eysenck's Personality 
dimensions viz. Psychotism (P), Extraversion (E) and Neuroticism (N) with Ego-
strength and adjustment. The sample consisted of 100 undergraduate male college 
students of Patna division. The adjustment (area- wise and overall) was found to be 
positively related in some areas and negatively in others with Psychotism, 
Extraversion and Neuroticism. Findings based on mean differences on Ego - strength 
and adjustment of high and low scores categorized on three dimensions of Eysenck 
Personality Questionnaire, revealed a significant difference between the two groups 
and exhibited that the greater the Neuroticism/Psychotism, lesser the adjustment while 
greater the extraversion, better the adjustment. In the case of ego- strength, it was 
found that the greater the ego strength, lesser the Psychotism/Neuroticism and greater 
the Extraversion. 
Hussain and Priyadarshan (1996) explored the correlation between four 
personality variables - Extraversion, Neuroticism, dependence proneness and 
authoritarian and adjustment problems of the aged. It was hypothesized that 
extraversion would be positive correlated with adjustment and the other three 
variables - Neuroticism, dependence proneness and authoritarian would be negatively 
correlated. Adapted measures were administered to 100 male respondents. Regression 
analysis revealed that only Neuroticism had a significant negative correlation with 
adjustment. 
*De, Bimaleswar and Singh (1972) conducted a study to assess the 
relationship between anxiety and neuroticism and extraversion on a sample of 100 
male and 100 female post graduate students of Patna. Anxiety denotes absence of 
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well-being in an individual. The Manifest Anxiety was found to be positively 
correlated with Neuroticism and negatively correlated with Extraversion on Maudsley 
Personality Inventory. 
Herringer (1998) studied the relationship between six facets of extraversion 
(activity, assertiveness, excitement seeking, gregariousness, positive emotion and 
warmth) and life satisfaction in a sample of 162 imiversity students (age 1 8 - 4 9 
years). Subjects completed the NEO Personality Inventory and the Satisfaction with 
Life Scale. Positive emotion and assertiveness showed the strongest relationships, 
followed by gregariousness and warmth. Separating the data by gender indicated that 
life satisfaction for women was primarily related to levels of positive emotion and 
warmth, while for men, the most important facets were assertiveness and 
gregariousness. Regression analysis indicated that the only significant predictor of life 
satisfaction for males was assertiveness, and the only such predictor for females was 
positive emotions. 
Diener and Seligman (2002) screened a sample of 222 undergraduates for high 
happiness using multiple confirming assessment filters. They compared the upper 
10% of consistently very happy people with average and very unhappy people. The 
very happy people were found to be highly social and had stronger romantic and other 
social relationships than less happy groups. They were more extraverted, more 
agreeable and less neurotic and scored low on several psychopathology scales of the 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. 
Bostic and Ptacek (2001) investigated the association between personality 
factors and short term variability in subjective well-being on a sample of 60 college 
students (13 males, 46 females and 1 unreported, aged 17 - 32 years). At the 
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beginning of the semester, students provided information related to their personalities, 
while throughout the semester, they provided subjective well-being data on a weekly 
basis. Multiple regression analysis revealed that personality based models were useful 
in explaining the variability of subjective well-being. Conscientiousness and the 
chance component of locus of control were found to be statistically significant 
independent personality predictors of variability in subjective well-being. Specifically 
students high in conscientiousness and high in external locus of control experienced 
more variability in subjective well-being over the study period. 
Vasudevan (1966) conducted a study to examine the relationship between 
academic achievement and certain personality variables on 35 post graduate students. 
Analysis of the results revealed that low positive correlation between Neuroticism and 
academic achievement. Negative correlations were noticed between academic 
achievement and also between Neuroticism and Extraversion. 
Sinha (1973) conducted a study to confirm Eysenck's hypothesis that a good 
educational attainer should score high on the Neuroticism scale and low on 
Extraversion scale on a sample of 200 subjects each in two extreme groups in the 
achievement continuum range. It was found that Extraversion scores were negatively 
related to achievement scores at 0.05 levels of confidence and that upon Extraversion 
scores, high and low achievers could be substantially differentiated. Neuroticism 
scores were positively related to achievement scores at 0.05 levels of confidence and 
also upon Neuroticism scores, high and low achievers could be substantially 
differentiated. 
Brar (1974) examined the relationship between extroversion-introversion and 
neuroticism and academic achievement in a sample of 190 personnal of the Army 
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Educational Corps. Results indicated that academic achievement is in general 
negatively correlated with neuroticism in respect of Army Educational Corps, 
personnal. It is also negatively correlated with extroversion factor for them except for 
Junior Commissioned Officers in respect of whom the correlation is positive. 
Pandey (1981) investigated the effect of neuroticism and extraversion 
dimensions on academic achievement of early adolescents (aged 13 -ISyears). 27% of 
upper achievers and 27% lower achievers from both rural and industrial schools were 
selected on the basis of examination marks and compared on neuroticism and 
extraversion dimensions. The results revealed that emotionally stable adolescents had 
better academic achievement than emotionally stable ones. Extroversion and 
introversion were not found to have a significant relationship with academic 
achievement of early adolescents. 
Personality of an individual plays an important role in the experience of 
psychological well-being. It can be concluded after a review of the above studies, that 
Neuroticism has the strongest relationship with well-being, direction being negative 
i.e. higher the level of neuroticism, lower the level of well-being experienced by the 
individual. The other personality factor which was found to have a positive relation 
with psychological well-being in most of the studies was Extraversion. Two other 
personality characteristics were foimd to have a strong relationship with psychological 
well-being m some of the studies were Conscientiousness and Emotional stability. 
Attributional style 
Tiggeman, Winefield, Winefield and Goldney (1991) investigated the 
relationship between attributional style and subsequent psychological distress in a 
prospective design. A group of young adults completed the Attributional Style 
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Questionnaire and then 1 year later completed a number of psychological measures; 
negative mood, self-esteem, locus of control, depressive affect, hopelessness, and the 
General Health Questioimaire-28. Attributional style was found to predict subsequent 
well-being in the sample. 
A study was conducted to test whether the controllability and expectedness of 
the event moderate the association between attribution dimensions and depression. A 
sample of 242 students completed measures of depression and rated a recent stressful 
life event in terms of its perceived causality (i.e., locus, stability, and globality) as 
well as its controllability and expectedness. Correlational analyses confirmed past 
indications that there is little association between depression and causal attributions. 
However, there were significant correlations between depression and globality. 
Subsequent regression analyses found that the perceived controllability of the event 
did not moderate the association between attribution and depression. In contrast, 
regression analyses involving the expectedness variable showed that the locus 
attribution dimension interacted with expectedness to predict depression. An internal 
attribution for an unexpected event was associated with increased depression. Overall, 
the findings suggest that the attribution model may be applicable to attributions for 
unexpected life problems (Flett, Blankstein and Kleinfeldt, 1991). 
Dua (1994) determined the comparative predictive value of attributional style 
in predicting self-reported physical and psychological health. He observed that global 
attributions for bad events were better predictor of health than those for good events. 
Cheng and Fumham (2001) examined to what extent attributional style and 
personality traits predict happiness and psychiatric symptoms in a non-clinical 
population (college students). Regression analysis shows that ASQ was the significant 
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predictor of happiness and mental health accounting for 20% to 38% of variances. 
ASQ was significantly associated with extraversion and neuroticism. Further, with 
happiness and mental health as dependent variables and attributional style, personality 
traits and demographic variables as independent variables respectively, extraversion 
and attribution stability were the significant predictors of happiness accounting for 
59% of the total variance. 
Cheng and Fumham (2003) conducted a study to examine to what extent 
attributional style (internal, stable, global) and self esteem predicted psychological 
well-being in a normal, non-clinical population of young people in their early 20s. 
Results showed that attribution style was the significant predictor of happiness 
accounting for 18% of the variance. The attributional style in negative and positive 
situations was significantly inversely correlated with self esteem. Further, with 
happiness as dependent variable, attribution style (in positive situations) were the 
significant predictors of happiness accounting for 55% of the total variance. The 
results indicated that optimistic attributional style in positive situations was a stronger 
predictor of self reported happiness than optimistic attribution style in negative 
situations. 
Nezlek and Plesko (2003) examined affect and self-based explanatory models 
of relationships between daily events and well-being. Twice a week for up to ten 
weeks, participants described the events that occurred each day and provided 
measures of their daily affect, self esteem and depressogenic thinking. Participants 
also provided trait level measures of affect, depression and self esteem. Measures of 
daily well-being representing each model covaried jointly and independently with 
daily positive and negative events. Positive events buffered the effects of negative 
events on daily self esteem and daily depressogenic thinking, whereas there was no 
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buffering effect for daily affect. More depressed people were more reactive to positive 
events, and those higher in trait positive affect were less reactive to negative events. 
Buffering effects of self esteem were more pronounced for those with lower trait of 
self esteem, and buffering effects for daily depressogenic adjustment were more 
pronounced for those higher trait on negative affect. The results suggest that affect 
and self-based models provide complementary perspectives on relationship between 
psychological well-being and daily life events. 
A study was conducted by Rigby and Huebner (2005) to examine relationship 
between personality traits, causal attributions and global life satisfaction in a sample 
of 212 high school students. The results of this research revealed that the personality 
characteristic of emotional stability was significantly related to adolescent's life 
satisfaction. Moreover, this study indicated that adolescents' causal attributions for 
good events mediated the relationship between life satisfaction and emotional 
stability. 
Khan and Jahan (2007) explored the relationship between the attributional 
style and the psychological well-being of individuals on a sample of 50 subjects (age 
ranging from 14 to 50 years) selected through non random procedures. Psychological 
well-being scale developed by Bhogle and Prakash. (1995) and Attributional Style 
Questionnaire developed by Peterson, Semmel, Von Baeyer, Abramson, Metalsky and 
Seligman (1982) and revised by Peterson and Seligman (1984) were used to collect 
data firom the subjects, t - test was used to compare the low psychological well-being 
and high psychological well-being groups on the eight attributional styles. Results 
revealed that subjects having high sense of psychological well-being and those having 
low sense of psychological well-being differ significantly on four out of the eight 
dimensions of attributional styles, namely, Composite positive, internal/ external 
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positive, stable/unstable negative and global/specific negative. The subjects having 
high sense of well-being are more internal on positive dimensions of attributional 
styles while subjects having low sense of psychological well-being are more stable 
and global on negative dimensions of attributional styles. 
The potential differing effects of causal attributions on both psychological 
distress and coping in response to a hypothetical exam failure were investigated by 
Mclean, Strongman and Neha (2007). A 59 item questionnaire was distributed to 99 
male and 90 female students from the University of Canterbury. The questionnaire 
measured anticipated psychological distress and the probable causes for a hypothetical 
exam failure using attributional dimensions pertaining to locus of causality, 
controllability, and stability. Furthermore, the questionnaire listed the coping 
strategies from the Revised Ways of Coping Checklist. The respondents rated the 
likelihood a strategy would be utilised if they had to cope with failing an exam. The 
findings showed that exam failures attributed to internal and unstable causes are 
linked to lower levels of anticipated psychological distress. Causes that were rated as 
stable were strong predictors of avoidance and "wishful thinking" coping strategies. 
As expected, women anticipated significantly more psychological distress than men 
did. Women also reported to a greater extent than men that they would adopt a social 
support coping strategy if they had to cope with failing an exam. 
Rim (1991) investigated the relationship between neuroticism and extraversion 
and three attributional styles: intemality, stability and globality, for good and bad 
events. Results showed that women scoring low on neuroticism have significantly 
higher scores on good events than on bad events on all three attributional styles. Men 
scoring low on neuroticism attributed good events to more stable factors, whereas 
those scoring high on neuroticism attributed good events to more global factors. With 
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regard to extraversion, low scoring men and women scored higher on good than on 
bad events on intemality, and whether high or low in extraversion - men and women 
scored higher on good than on bad events for stability. 
Poropat (2002) examined the relationship between attributional style, gender 
and the Five Factor model of personality using a sample of students (aged 17-53 
years). The patterns of correlation between attributional style questionnaires and Five 
Factor model dimensions appeared different for men and women, and three significant 
gender interactions were observed using multiple regression. Both internal 
attributional style for positive events and overall attribution style interacted with 
gender to predict extraversion. 
Global perceptions of social support are as stable as personality 
characteristics, although people occasionally must experience support that violates 
their expectations. To help understand the phenomenon, two studies investigated 
perceived support and attributions for when support is needed but not received. The 
authors hypothesized that subjects with high perceived social support would explain 
that ineffective support resulted from unstable and specific factors. In contrast, 
subjects with low perceived social support were expected to make more negative 
attributions. In study I, low vs. high perceived social support subjects made more 
negative attributions for hypothetical situations in which subjects needed support but 
did not get it. In study II, 18 - 43 year old women described actual failed support 
experiences. Women low in social support made more negative attributions for failed 
support, compared to those with high support (Ross et al., 1999). 
Most of the studies examined the intemality/extemality dimension in relation 
to well-being. Lu and Shih (1997) identified and compared perceived sources of 
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happiness among 18 -60 years old people in Taiwan and in the West. Quantitative 
analysis was done to develop a typology and nine major categories among 180 
reported sources of happiness were found (gratification of need for respect, harmony 
of interpersonal relationships, satisfaction of material needs, achievement at work, 
being at ease with life, taking pleasure at other's expense, sense of self control, self 
actiialization, pleasure, positive affect and health). Results indicate that the Western 
conceptualization of happiness places greater emphasis on interpersonal or internal 
evaluation and contentment, whereas the Chinese conception of happiness places 
greater emphasis on external evaluation and satisfaction. 
Campbell (1981) summarized the University of Michigan surveys and 
commented that "having a strong sense of controlling one's life is more dependable 
predictor of positive feelings of well-being than any of the objective conditions of 
life." The results indicated that fifteen percent of the population who feel in control of 
their lives and feel satisfied with themselves have extraordinary positive feelings of 
happiness. 
Mishra (1983) conducted a study to find out the effect of locus of control and 
sex on anticipation and achievement in a sample of 200 undergraduate students (100 
males and 100 females, aged 16-20 years) of Ravenshaw College, Cuttack. Results 
revealed that Anticipation and Achievement are affected by Locus of Control. Internal 
locus of control subjects anticipate to complete the task in less time and commit less 
errors because they perceive that they have control over the situation. 
Kunhikrishnan and Stephen (1992) examined the relationship between locus 
of control and sense of general well-being in a sample of 160 students (aged 20 - 25 
years). Findings indicate that (a) Internal Locus of Control was positively related to 
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General Well-being in men, but no such relationship was observed between locus of 
control and general well-being in women, and (b) women were more externally 
controlled than men. 
Shukla (1995) examined the causal attributions of success and failure by 
internally controlled and externally controlled subjects under effort and chance 
conditions. From a group of 200 postgraduate students, 20 subjects each with extemal 
and extemal locus of control were selected on the basis of their scores Miller and 
Levenson's locus of control scale. Subjects completed the Attribution Scale and 
Binary Prediction task. Analysis revealed that (a) internal subjects did not attribute 
more to internal causes than externals, (b) subjects attributed to extemal factors more 
under the effort condition, (c) subjects attributed success more to intemal factors and 
failure more to extemal factors and (d) interaction of locus of control and 
chance/effort condition did not influence performance attribution. 
Sheldon et al. (1996) carried out a diary study with 60 subjects. They found 
"good day" was when they felt autonomous and competent in their daily activities. 
Thus, it can be concluded that people who have intemal locus of control have higher 
happiness disposition as compared to their counterparts (externally oriented people). 
Grob et al. (1996) carried out a study with 3844 adolescents in 14 countries. It 
was foimd that "control expectations" correlated 0.35 with positive attitude to life and 
this was found uniformly in all 14 cultures. Control expectations also had a high 
correlation with self esteem (0.82). 
Lachman and Weaver (1998) in a large study of 3485 adults found that a scale 
of "Mastery" was strongly correlated with life satisfaction and with depression 
(negatively) and health. 
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Ash and Huebner (2001) explored demographic, environmental and 
personality correlates of adolescents' positive life satisfaction reports. The findings 
indicated that demographic variables did not relate to life satisfaction, except 
socioeconomic status. It also indicated that acute events and chronic life experiences 
both positive and negative, were significantly related to life satisfaction. Locus of 
control attributions mediated the relationship between negative life events and chronic 
stressor and adolescent life satisfaction. 
Kulshreshta and Sen (2006) investigated subjective well-being in relation to 
emotional intelligence and locus of control among executives. The study was 
conducted on 150 executives of different job strata of Hero Honda Motor Ltd. The 
results of the study revealed that emotional intelligence and locus of control have 
significant correlation with subjective well-being. Subjects with high emotional 
intelligence and internal locus of control scored significantly high on positive affect 
and scored significantly low on negative affect. Similarly, subjects scoring high on 
emotional intelligence and having internal locus of control scored significantly high 
on all the three dimensions of life satisfaction scale. 
Kalia and Sahu (2007) conducted a study to ascertain the impact of locus of 
control, birth order and residence individually and jointly on the general well-being of 
postgraduate students. Results revealed that locus of control and birth order were 
found to have a significant effect on general well-being of students. Residence was 
not found to have a significant effect on well-being of students. Internally controlled 
group of students were found to have significantiy higher well-being than externally 
controlled group of students. 
Archana and Ramachandran (2008) investigated the predictors of anxiety 
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among college students. Results revealed that anxiety is best predicted by external 
locus of control and age among college students. 
Singh and Mansi (2009) conducted a study on psychological capital as 
predictor of psychological well-being on a sample of 250 students (aged 18-25). It 
was observed that positive self efficacy, optimistic attitude and locus of control affect 
well-being in a meaningful way revealing significant correlations. The study revealed 
that people with internal locus of control, optimistic attitude and higher self efficacy 
report better psychological well-being. 
Diener et al. (2000) investigated how reports of satisfaction with specific 
versus global dimensions can be used to assess a disposition towards positivity in 
subjective well-being reports. 7,167 college students (aged 18-25 years) from 41 
different societies completed measures of life satisfaction and ratings of global and 
specific aspects of their lives. For example, participants rated satisfaction with their 
education (global) and satisfaction with their professors, textbooks and lectures 
(specific). It was hypothesized that global measures would more strongly reflect 
individual differences in dispositional positivity, that is, a propensity to evaluate 
aspects of life in general as good. At both the individual and national levels, positivity 
predicted life satisfaction beyond objective measures. Also, positivity was associated 
with norms about ideal life satisfaction such that countries and individuals who valued 
positive emotions were more likely to display positivity. 
With regard to attribution styles, intemality-extemality was found to have a 
significant relationship with psychological well-being in a large number of studies. It 
can be concluded fi*om the above studies that internal attributions both for positive 
and negative events is predictive of psychological well-being. Some studies also 
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indicated that individuals who made global and internal attribution style to evaluate 
positive events experienced better psychological well-being. 
Perceived Social Support 
Social support plays an important role in enhancing the psychological well-
being of an individual. The following studies point towards this. 
Stein and Rappaport (1985) conducted a methodological study of the relative 
utility of a variety of network measures to predict psychological well-being. The data 
suggested that a helping network that respondents view as providing an opportunity 
for expression is conducive to positive mental health as defined by traditional 
psychiatric measures. The women who reported the fewest mental health problems 
also reported having contact with a diverse network, while having a few intimates 
who feel can be counted on to listen to their problems without fear of negative 
consequences. 
Nathawat and Rathore (1996) examined the effects of gender hardiness and 
social support, in 100 male and 100 female upper middle class elderly aged 60-70 
years retired fi-om government jobs. Male subjects disclosed higher positive affect and 
life satisfaction than female and scored lower on negative affect and hopelessness. A 
similar trend of superior well-being was observed in high hardy, aged than low hardy 
aged, also in aged with high social support than in aged with low social support. Two 
way interactions of gender hardiness, hardiness - social support and gender-social 
support influenced some of the measures of well-being. The measures were not 
influenced by 3-way interactions. 
Sumi (1997) examined the relationship betweens self reported scores on 
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optimism, social support, stress and on physical and psychological well-being in 176 
Japanese college students. The significant interactions found among the scores 
suggest that individuals who reported higher optimism and social support also rated 
themselves higher with respect to physical and psychological well-being, regardless 
of their reported stress. 
A study conducted by Rigby (2000) indicated that for both boys and girls, 
frequent peer victimization and low social support contributed significantly and 
independently to relatively poor mental health. 
Zainab and Maqbool, S. (2003) conducted a study on subjective well-being 
and social support among bronchial asthma and hypertensive patients. Results 
revealed significant positive correlation between subjective well-being and social 
support among bronchial asthma and hypertensive patients indicating that social 
support of family members and fiiends is an integral element of physical and mental 
health which promotes well-being. 
Hasnain, Suri and Khan (2005) conducted a study assessing psychological 
well-being of orphan and non-orphan males and females. A total of 120 subjects were 
taken among which were 60 orphans and 60 non orphans and among each group were 
30 males and 30 females studying in Class X - XII taken on availability basis fi-om 
different orphanages and schools of Delhi. ANOVA revealed significantly poorer 
well-being in orphans than non-orphans. Both orphan males and females had 
significantly poorer psychological well-being than their counterparts. The results were 
discussed in terms of the importance of emotional warmth and psychological care by 
parents in the development of psychological feeling of well-being in children. 
Reinhardt et al. (2006) assessed the impact of perceived and received support 
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on well-being. Results showed receiving instrumental support had a negative effect, 
while receiving affective support had a positive effect on well-being. Perceived social 
support had a positive impact on well-being. 
Chow (2007) conducted a study on psychological well-being among university 
students. He found that respondents who had a higher family income, reported better 
physical health, expressed a higher degree of satisfaction with their relationships with 
family, friends and significant other, indicated a more positive self image, and 
experienced less academic stress and were found to exhibit a significantly higher level 
of psychological well-being. 
Srivastava and Mishra (2007) made an attempt to find out the relationship 
between social support and psychological well-being of higher educational 
institutions on a sample of 200 male teachers. The social support was measured in 
three areas - appraisal support, belonging support and tangible support. The results 
suggest that social support (overall and area wise) has high positive correlation with 
psychological well-being. 
Deb, Chatterjee and Walsh (2010) conducted a study to understand better 
anxiety among adolescents. Specifically, the study compared anxiety across gender, 
school type, socio-economic background and mothers' employment status. The study 
also examined adolescents' perceptions of quality time with their parents which can 
be used an index for perceived social support. Results show that anxiety was prevalent 
in the sample with 20.1% of boys and 17.9% of girls found to be suffering fi-om high 
anxiety. Adolescents with working mothers were found to be more anxious (p<0.01). 
Results show that a substantial proportion of the adolescents perceived they did not 
receive quality time from fathers (32.1%) and mothers (21.3%). A large number of 
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them also did not feel comfortable to share their personal issues with their parents 
(60.0% for fathers and 40.0% for mothers). 
Sharma and Malhotra (2010) examined the association between psycho-social 
factors (viz. emotional stability, extraversion, personality hardiness, locus of control, 
religion and social support) and happiness in adolescents and to further examine the 
variance explained by these factors in happiness. Results revealed that personality 
variables viz. emotional stability, extraversion, personality hardiness and other 
psycho-social factors viz. internal locus of control, religion and social support are 
positive and significant correlates of happiness. Regression analysis revealed that 
emotional stability, internal locus of control, religiosity, and social support have 
explained 21% of variance in totality in happiness in nuclear family whereas in joint 
family, only social support and emotional stability are the significant predictors of 
happiness explaining 14% of the variance. It was concluded that social factor in terms 
of social support has dominated the personality variable in explaining happiness in 
joint family. 
Satsangi and Das (2010) examined the impact of various predictors of old age 
(such as socioeconomic status, economic value, companionship of spouse, and social 
support) in the prediction of well-being on an elderly sample. The results indicated 
that all the four variables accounted for 16.86% of the variance in the prediction of 
well-being. Individuals who received higher amount and quality of social support 
significantly reported higher level of well-being. Social support was found to have a 
major contribution in the determination of well-being in the elderly. 
Some studies emphasized parental support as a predictor of well-being while 
some emphasized peer support as more important. In a study of two groups of persons 
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coming from favourable and unfavourable environments of home respectively, 
Powers and Witmers (1974) found that all the boys who turned out well, had parents 
whose attitude towards them was rated "favourable" and almost all who were neurotic 
and delinquent had parents whose relationships with them were them were 
"unfavourable". 
Van Wei et al. (2000) conducted a study to investigate the changes in the 
parental bond and well-being of adolescents and young adults in Netherlands. The 
results showed that adolescents and young adults maintain a rather good and 
reasonably stable relationship with their parents. Parents also prove to be of lasting 
importance for the psychological well-being of their upgrowing children, daughters in 
particular. 
Wilkinson and Walford (2001) examined the role of attachment, neuroticism, 
extraversion, and positive and negative life events in psychological well-being and 
distress in 404 adolescents (aged 16-18 years). Attachment is a situation denoting 
presence of social support. Quality or attachment to parents, but not peers predicted 
increased well-being and decreased distress independent of neuroticism, extraversion 
and life satisfaction variables. 
A study was conducted to evaluate attachment to parents as a possible 
explanation for discrepancies in psychological well-being. The results confirmed that 
attachment was a significant predictor of well-being. It was found that attachment 
(operationalized as maternal and paternal care) partially mediated the relationship 
between family type (intact, biological family vs step family) and psychological well-
being (Love and Murdock, 2004). 
Jain (1998) examines the influence of parental acceptance on a child's mental 
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health as measured by emotionality, timidity, apprehension, and tension, that is, 
factors C,H,0, and Q4 of cattell's 16 PF Test. Results reveals that the less accepted 
groups was significantly more emotionally unstable, timid, apprehensive, and tense 
than the highly accepted group. 
Ohanmessian, Cleamer, and Voneye (1998), examined relationship between 
perceived parental acceptance and adolescent self competence in 214 sixth and 
seventh grade students by both adolescents and parental gender. Specific measure of 
adolescent self competence focused on academic, athletic, and social competence, as 
well as physical appearance and self worth. Results indicate that for boys parental/but 
not maternal acceptance significantly predicted self-competence, while the opposite 
pattern was found for girls. In addition self-worth significantly predicted maternal and 
parental acceptance for both boys and girls. 
Shirali and Bhardwaj (1994) studied family communication and adjustment as 
indices of family's well-being. Family being the centre of socialization lays the 
foundation for mental health and well-being. Thus, family communication can be 
used as an index of family social support which helps in the storm and stress of 
adolescence. 100 college girls (15-18 years) were divided into two groups on the 
basis of maternal employment. Group I (N=62) whose mothers were employed and 
Group II (N = 38) whose mothers were house boimd. The results revealed no effect of 
maternal employment on daughter-father communication. But significant differences 
were foimd in the daughter-mother communications. A similar pattern was observed 
in the adjustment scores, the social, health, home and total adjustment of Group II was 
significantly better than that of Group I. 
Srivastava (1995) investigated the effect of perception of parent child 
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relationship on academic achievement on a sample of 181 Class V children. 
Academic achievement may induce a sense of well-being in students. Thus, it can be 
used to denote well-being. Correlational analysis revealed that pupils' perception of 
the parent child relationship affected their academic achievement. Several aspects of 
parental behaviour like love, discipline and dominance had a positive effect on the 
pupils' academic achievement whereas rejection and punishment had a negative 
effect. 
Chowdhury and Muni (1995) explored the role of parental support in 
childrens' need satisfaction and academic achievements in a sample of 50 children 
(mean age 13.5 years). Results reveal that girls required more support from their 
parents and their needs were more as compared to boys. Also, parental support has a 
positive effect on children's academic achievement. 
In a large scale study which compared adolescents and preadolescents referred 
to clinics with a matched sample of non-referred children, it was found that disturbed 
relationship was the only symptom which differentiated the two groups (Hartup, 
1983). Thus peer support is of paramount importance during adolescence. 
A study was conducted by Milevsky (2005) to examine how the compensatory 
effects of social support from siblings relate to several indicators of well-being in 
emerging adulthood. Sibling support was associated with lower loneliness and 
depression and with higher self esteem and life satisfaction. Sibling support is an 
interesting aspect of social support - siblings reflect the component of family and 
because of generational conmionality, they also reflect some aspect of peer 
relationships. It is therefore not surprising that sibling support v ^ - found to 
compensate for low parental and peer support. 
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Sherman et al. (2006) surveyed young adults (N=102, mean age-18.7) about 
their friendships, their siblings relationships, and their psychological well-being. It 
was observed that having a harmonious same gender friendship compensated for 
having a low involved sibling relationship for subjects but having harmonious sibling 
relations did not compensate for having low involved friendships. The greater impact 
of fnends (peers) as compared to siblings is stated in this study. 
Most of the studies emphasized the importance of both family and peer 
support in relation to well-being. Lu (1997) surveyed a sample of 191 community 
residents in Kaohsiung city, Taiwan regarding (i) amount of social support given and 
received; (ii) perceived reciprocity of support in relationships with family members, 
friends, and colleagues, (iii) negative affect; and (iv) psychological symptoms. 
Extraversion and social desirability were also measured. Both receiving and giving 
support were related to negative affect after controlling for the factors of extraversion 
and social desirability. These two personality factors also substantially marked the 
negative impact of support on psychological symptoms. Reciprocity of support within 
the family domain was related to well-being. Women were found to receive more 
support than men. 
Takashahi, Tamuro and Tokoro (1997) examined (i) whether there were 
qualitative differences in supportive functions between family dominant and friend 
dominant affective relationships, and (ii) whether 'lone wolves', who were deficient 
in human resources, had difficulties in maintaining their well-being. A total of 148 
Japanese, over the a^e of 65, but living in communities and in institutions were 
individually interviewed about the social relationships using a self report type method, 
the Positive Affective relationships test, and their well-being was assessed using 
Depression, Self Esteem, Life satisfaction and Subjective Health Scales. Results 
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showed that there were no differences found in psychological well-being between 
family dominant participants and friend dominant participants, but those who lacked 
affecting figures had lower scores in subjective well-being than did their family -
dominant and friend - dominant counterparts. 
Chou (1999) studied the association between social support and three 
measures of subjective well-being - depressive symptomatology, negative affect and 
positive affect among 475 Hong Kong young adults (age 16 - 19 years). Significant 
bivariate relationships were found between positive affect and all dimensions of social 
support (including social network size, social contact frequency, satisfaction with 
social support, instrumental support and helpinsg others) except composition of social 
network. Helping others variable and relationship satisfaction variable were 
negatively related to both depressive symptoms and negative affect. Multiple 
regression models revealed that satisfaction with relationships with family members 
and friends was consistently associated with all measures of subjective well-being, 
and number of friends felt close to was positively related to positive affect. 
Mc Camish-Svensson et al. (1999) examined the relationship between family 
and fHend social support, health and life satisfaction for a single cohort of 212 
(SOyear old) living in Lund, Sweden. Results indicate that subjects who remained in 
the study were healthier and score higher on life satisfaction when compared with 
those who either dropped out or died prior to the age of 83. Even though well 
integrated with family and friends, the number of friends decreased significantly from 
80 to 83 years. However, for those with close friends, contact with friends increased 
with age. A correlational analysis indicates that neither child nor friend support is 
related to life satisfaction at either 80 or 83 years. However, health measures and 
satisfaction with sibling contact are related to total life satisfaction. 
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Pinquart and Sorenson (2000) used meta analyses to synthesize findings from 
286 empirical studies on the association of socioeconomic status, social network, and 
competence with subjective well-being in the elderly. Income is corelated more 
strongly with well-being than is education. The quality of social contacts shows 
stronger associations with subjective well-being than does the quantity of social 
contacts. Whereas having contact with friends is more strongly related to subjective 
well-being than having contact with adult children, there are higher associations 
between life satisfaction and quality of contact with adult children when compared 
with quality of friendships. 
Carpenter (2002) explored associations among social support from 
institutional peers and staff as well as family members, psychological well-being and 
motivation to participate in treatment in 32 patients (male, aged 50 -85 years). A 
majority described peer and staff support networks that were as large as or larger than 
family support network. Subjective perceptions of support, but not size of network 
was associated with well-being. Perceived support from peers was associated with 
less depression, greater positive affect and greater motivation. Perceived support from 
staff and family was less consistently associated with well-being and motivation. 
Results suggest that peer and staff support contribute to the well-being of older adults 
and may complement family support during inpatient admissions or residential stays. 
Markward et al. (2003) conducted a study on 89 students who were surveyed 
to determine their perceptions about the frequency and need for social support from 
family, friends/peers and other authority figures. Findings show that youth perceive 
family and friends as the primary sources of social support. Also, there are significant 
associations between gender and the social support youth want and receive. 
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Cummings (2002) examined the psychological well-being of elderly living 
residents and factors associated with well-being. Participants were non demented 
elderly residents (mean age - 83.7years) of an assisted living community in an urban 
area. Depression, life satisfaction, and demographic health and social support were 
measured through face to face interviews. A sizeable minority of residents reported 
higher levels of depressive symptoms and low life satisfaction. Female, gender, self 
reported health, functional impairment, perceived social support and participation in 
activities were significantly associated with well-being. The predictive values of 
gender and health variables were reduced when social support was introduced. 
Gencoz and Ozlale (2004) investigated the direct and indirect effects of social 
support on psychological well-being. Social support was evaluated under two 
different categories which were named as Aid related and Appreciation- related social 
support. The first category was more related to potential for receiving help fi-om 
others when needed, and being cared for by others, while the latter category was more 
related to being recognized by others, as an efficient source of help and reassurance of 
worth. Undergraduate university students (N = 342) served as subjects, and results 
revealed that aid related social support and psychological well-being (i.e. alleviated 
depression symptoms) association was partially mediated by experiencing fewer life 
stresses. On the other hand, appreciation related social support had a direct effect on 
psychological well-being. 
The relation between parental and friends social support was studied, 
specifically with regard to emotional problems in a sample of 2918 adolescents aged 
12-24years by Helson et al. (2000). Results indicate that parental and fHends' support 
seems to be relatively independent support systems. Although the degree of perceived 
support changes with parental support decreasing and friends support increasing 
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during early adolescence, parental support still remains the best indicator of emotional 
problems dxmng adolescence. The effect of friends' support appeared to depend 
slightly on the level of perceived parental support with the high parental support 
group showing a slightly positive effect of friend's support, and the low parental 
support group showing a negative effect of friends' support. Thus, in this study 
parental support emerged as a crucial factor, on which the impact of peer support 
depended. 
Meeus (2003) conducted two studies (i) to report on age related changes in 
parental and peer support and identity development, and (ii)to predict psychological 
well-being by parental and peer support and identity. Results showed parental support 
to decrease as adolescents grow older while peer support increases. In general, peer 
support catches up with parental support, but doesn't take over. Compared to peer 
support, parental support is the better predictor of psychological well-being but only 
in early and middle adolescence. 
A study was conducted to compare the relative contribution of perceived 
family and friend support to psychological well-being and distress on 338 Latino 
college students. Two multiple regressions, controlling for gender, socioeconomic 
level, acculturation level, and stresses showed that friend support made a slightly 
greater contribution to well-being than family support. Further, friends support and 
not family support protected against psychological distress (Rodriguez, et al., 2003) 
Nickerson and Nagli (2004) examined satisfaction in different life domains 
with respect to parent and peer attachment relationships in middle childhood and early 
adolescence. 303 students evenly distributed across gender and grade (fourth, sixth 
and eighth) were administered People in my life (a measure of attachment 
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relationships) and the Multidimensional Students Life Satisfaction Scale. Children 
and early adolescents in this sample generally reported high levels of life satisfaction. 
Some gender and grade differences in satisfaction with various life domains emerged. 
Attachments to both parents and peers predicted life satisfaction, although the 
influence of these relationships varied as a function of grade level and life domain. 
A study conducted by Vedder et al. (2005) examined the relationship between 
early adolescents' evaluation of the availability of instructional social support from 
parents, teachers and peers and their well-being on a sample of 245 Dutch and 172 
Turkish students. Dutch youngsters report more instructional support from their 
parents than their teachers, whereas Turkish youngsters report more instructional 
support from their teachers. Parents were seen as the primary providers of emotional 
support for both Dutch and Turkish students. 
Taylor et al. (2001) examined the influence of sociodemographic and family, 
friendship, Active kin, church and neighbour network variables on two measures of 
subjective well-being (i.e. life satisfaction and happiness) among a sample of 2,107 
black Americans (age 18 and older). Sociodemographic (i.e. age, income, region, 
helath, marital status, urbanicity) and social relations and network factors (i.e. 
subjective family closeness, support from family, nxmiber of friends, presence of 
Active kin, church attendance and frequency of contact with neighbours were 
significantly associated with subjective well-being. 
Swickert and Owens (2010) examined the degree to which neuroticism and 
gender interact to influence the perceived availability of social support. Three-
hundred and sixty-six participants completed measures assessing perceived social 
support and personality. Correlation and hierarchical regression analyses showed that 
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these two dimensions interacted to predict perceived support. That is, at low levels of 
neuroticism, females, relative to males, reported greater overall support, and greater 
appraisal support. However, as neuroticism levels increased, measures of perceived 
social support converged for females and males, such that at the highest levels of 
neuroticism, there were no gender differences in general perceived social support or 
appraisal support. 
Svwckert, Hittner and Foster (2010) examined whether any of the Big Five 
traits interacted to predict perceived support. Participants iN= 366) completed a Big 
Five personality inventory and a measure of perceived social support. Extraversion, 
neuroticism and openness predicted overall social support. These same three traits 
interacted to predict perceived support. That is, at low levels of extraversion, low 
neuroticism was associated with greater perceived support irrespective of level of 
openness. However, as extraversion increased, the combination of low neuroticism 
and low opeimess was associated with the greatest level of perceived support. At high 
levels of extraversion, high neuroticism and low opeimess was associated with the 
lowest level of perceived support. 
Nezlek and Allen (2006) conducted a study in which a sample of college 
students described the events that occurred each day for 3 weeks and provided 
measures of their self esteem, depressogenic thinking and mood. They also provided 
measures of depressive symptoms and the social support they perceived from friends 
and family members. A series of multilevel random coefficient modeling analyses 
found that daily well-being was positively related to the number of positive events 
that occurred each day and negatively related to the number of negative events. 
Relationship between well-being and positive events were stronger for more than less 
depressed participants and relationships between well-being and negative life events 
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were weaker for participants who perceived more support from friends than for those 
who perceived less support. Surprisingly, relationships between negative events and 
well-being were stronger for participants who perceived more support from family 
members than for those who perceived less support. 
After reviewing the above studies, it may be concluded that social support 
plays a vital role in enhancing the psychological well-being of an individual but the 
role of various agencies of social support needs to be fiirther investigated. A majority 
of studies stressed the importance of parental support. Peer support was found to be 
significant so much so that at certain stages of development it was found to be even 
more powerfiil than parental support but the interesting point to note is that in the 
absence of parental support, it does not exercise significant influence on well-being. 
It appears from the above studies that there are many issues on which research 
findings are conflicting or not clear. More probing is required for better 
understanding. The central concern of the study is to find out how personality factors, 
causal attributions and perceived social support predict the experience of 
psychological well-being. Since gender is an aspect which exercises influence on 
many behaviours of the individual, the role of gender in the context of these factors 
was also investigated. The factor of joint / nuclear family system was also considered 
important and was taken into consideration in the same manner as gender. 
On the basis of earlier researches and theoretical framework, the following 
hypotheses were formulated by the researcher. 
The first set of hypotheses is concerned with studying the contribution of 
sixteen variables under study in the prediction of psychological well-being among 
university students. The sixteen predictor variables include five personality factors 
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viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, 
eight attributional styles viz. Positive external/internal, Positive stable/unstable. 
Positive global/specific. Composite positive. Negative external/internal. Negative 
stable/unstable. Negative global/specific and Composite negative and three types of 
perceived social support viz. from family, friends and significant other. Hypotheses 
1(a) to 1(c) relate to this aspect of our work. 
Hypotheses 
1. (a) Personality factors (viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness 
and Conscientiousness) are predictors of psychological well-being. 
(b) Attributional styles (viz. Positive external/internal. Positive stable/unstable. 
Positive global/specific, Composite positive, Negative external/internal, 
Negative stable/unstable. Negative global/specific and Composite negative) are 
predictors of psychological well-being. 
(c) Perceived social support (viz. from family, friends and significant other) is a 
predictor of psychological well-being. 
2. Psychological well-being amongst females is predicted by different factors/ 
predictor variables as compared to psychological well-being amongst males. 
3. Psychological well-being amongst students coming from nuclear families is 
predicted by different factors/predictor variables as compared to psychological 
well-being amongst students coming from joint families. 
Since psychological well-being as studied by the researcher comprises of six 
components viz. Autonomy, Environmental mastery. Personal growth. Purpose in life. 
Self acceptance, and Positive relations with others, the sixteen predictor variables 
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were also studied in relation to each of the components. Hypotheses 4 to 9 relate to 
this aspect 
4. (a) Personality factors (viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) are predictors of sense of autonomy. 
(b)Attributional styles (viz. Positive external/internal. Positive stable/unstable, 
Positive global/specific, Composite positive. Negative external/internal, 
Negative stable/unstable, Negative global/specific and Composite negative) are 
predictors of sense of autonomy. 
(c) Perceived social support (viz. from family, friends and significant other) is a 
predictor of sense of autonomy. 
5. (a) Personality factors (viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) are predictors of environmental 
mastery. 
(b) Attribution^ styles (viz. Positive external/internal, Positive stable/unstable, 
Positive global/specific, Composite positive. Negative external/internal. 
Negative stable/imstable, Negative global/specific and Composite negative) are 
predictors of environmental mastery. 
(c) Perceived social support (viz. from family, friends and significant other) is a 
predictor of enviroimiental mastery. 
6. (a) Personality factors (viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) are predictors of personal growth. 
(b) Attributional styles (viz. Positive external/internal. Positive stable/unstable. 
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Positive global/specific, Composite positive, Negative external/internal, 
Negative stable/unstable, Negative global/specific and Composite negative) are 
predictors of personal growth. 
(c) Perceived social support (viz. from family, friends and significant other) is a 
predictor of personal growth. 
7. (a) Personality factors (viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) are predictors of piupose in life. 
(b) Attributional styles (viz. Positive external/internal. Positive stable/unstable, 
Positive global/specific. Composite positive, Negative external/internal. 
Negative stable/unstable. Negative global/specific and Composite negative) are 
predictors of purpose in life. 
(c) Perceived social support (viz. from family, friends and significant other) is a 
predictor of purpose in life. 
8. (a) Personality factors (viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) are predictors of self acceptance. 
(b) Attributional styles (viz. Positive external/internal, Positive 
stable/imstable. Positive global/specific. Composite positive. Negative 
external/internal. Negative stable/unstable, Negative global/specific and 
Composite negative) are predictors of self acceptance. 
(c) Perceived social support (viz. from family, fiiends and significant 
other) is a predictor of self acceptance 
9. (a) Personality factors (viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
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Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) are predictors of positive relations 
with others. 
(b) Attributional styles (viz. Positive external/internal, Positive 
stable/unstable, Positive global/specific. Composite positive. Negative 
external/internal. Negative stable/unstable, Negative global/specific and 
Composite negative) are predictors of positive relations with others, 
(c) Perceived social support (viz. from family, friends and significant other) is a 
predictor of positive relations with others. 
10. There is no difference between males and females in the experience of 
psychological well-being. 
11. There is no difference in the experience of psychological well-being amongst 
students coming from nuclear families and those coming from joint families. 
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TAetmdofo 
The main objective of this research is to study how personality factors, causal 
attributions and perceived social support predict the experience of psychological well-
being amongst university students. Three major variables were studied by the 
researcher in relation to psychological well-being i.e. personality factors (in terms of 
five dimensions, viz. Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness and 
Conscientiousness), causal attributions (Positive external/internal. Positive stable/ 
unstable. Positive global/specific. Composite positive. Negative external/internal. 
Negative stable/unstable. Negative global/specific, Composite negative) and 
perceived social support relating to - family, friends and significant other. Thus, a 
total number of 16 variables were studied in relation to psychological well-being. 
Design 
It was therefore necessary to have a design which would appropriately study 
the prediction of well-being vis-a-vis these 16 variables. It was also important to study 
if some predictor variables were exercising their effect in terms of their interaction. 
The role of gender and family structure was also needed to be taken into consideration. 
For prediction of well-being by the 16 variables, correlational design was used by the 
researcher. Factorial design ( 2 x 2 x 2 ) was used for the assessment of the interaction 
effects among the predictor variables. 
Sample 
The sample comprised of 312 university students taken from the different 
departments of Aligarh Muslim University. 154 were undergraduates and 158 were 
post graduates. The age group of the students was 18-25. 
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Subjects 
Males (N= 157) 
Females(N=155) 
Total (N = 312) 
Undergraduates 
Post graduates 
Undergraduates 
Postgraduates 
Undergraduates 
Postgraduates 
Those belonging 
to joint family 
29 
43 
22 
17 
51 
60 
Those belonging 
to nuclear family 
46 
39 
57 
59 
103 
98 
Total 
75 
82 
79 
76 
312 
Although strict random sampling is almost impossible in social science 
research because often individuals who should be in the sample do not consent to 
participate or withdraw in the midst of the research, an attempt was made to draw out 
the sample through random procedures. Many subjects did not consent or were not 
available therefore they had to be excluded. We took all precautions to ensure that 
sample was drawn objectively and systematically. 
Tools of the Study 
The following measures were used for collecting information regarding the 
subject's experience of psychological well-being, their personality factors, 
attributional styles and the social support perceived by them. 
1. Psychological Well-Being Scale constructed by Carol Ryff (1989a) has been used 
to assess the experience of psychological well-being. Six dimensions of 
psychological well-being have been conceptualised by Ryff. She suggested a 
multidimensional model of psychological well-being that comprised six distinct 
dimensions: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations 
with others, purpose in life and self acceptance (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff, 1989b). The 
scale has 84 items with 12 items in each dimension. The response categories for 
each item are on a six point scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly 
Agree. All the responses are added to get the score on psychological well-being. 
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Responses to negatively scored items are reversed in the scoring procedure. High 
scores indicate high self ratings on psychological well-being and the dimension 
assessed. 
Ryff Psychological Well-being Scale was originally validated on a sample of 
321 well educated, socially-connected, financially-comfortable and physically healthy 
men and women (Ryff, 1989b). In this study, a 20 item scale was used for each of the 
six constructs, with approximately equal numbers of positively and negatively worded 
items. The internal consistency coefficients were quite high (between 0.86 and 0.93) 
and test-retest reliability coefficients for a subsample of the participants over a six 
week period were also high (0.81 - 0.88). 
2. Personality Inventory (NEO - FFI) by Paul T. Costa and Robert Mc Crae (1992) 
was used to assess personality factors. The NEO - FFI is a short form of the 
Revised NEO Personality Inventory. This personality inventory assesses five 
dimensions of personality namely Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. This inventory is based on the five factor 
model of personality. The Inventory consists of 60 items with 12 items assessing 
each personality factor. The items are rated on a five point scale ranging from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree. Responses are added on each dimension to get 
the total score on each personality factor. Costa and Mc Crae (1992) report that 
the NEO FFI scales are highly reliable and strongly correlated with the 
corresponding domain scales of the fiill NEO PI - R (convergant reliability ranged 
from 0.77 to 0.94 across various samples). 
3. The Attributional Style Questionnaire (ASQ): The attributional style of the 
subject was assessed with the help of Attributional Style Questionnaire (ASQ) 
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developed by Peterson, Semmel, Von Baeyer, Abramson, Metalsky and Seligman 
(1982) and revised by Peterson and Seligman in 1984. 
The immediate impetus for the development of the ASQ was Abramson, 
Seligman and Teasdale's (1978) reformulation of the learned helplessness model of 
depression (Seligman. 1975). The view that depression follows perception of negative 
events as uncontrollable, based on causal attributions which the individual makes for 
them led to this reformulated model. The learned helplessness model holds that 
attributing uncontrollable bad events to intemal, stable and global factors lead to 
depression. To the extent the individuals show characteristic attributional tendencies, 
it was felt necessary to speak of an attributional style, and for this purpose Seligman 
and his colleagues developed the ASQ. 
The ASQ is a self report measure of patterns of explanatory style which is the 
tendency to select certain causal explanations of good and bad events. The scale 
consists of internal-external, stable-unstable and specific-global dimensions. Eight 
type of attribution styles emerge - composite positive, internal-external positive, 
stable-unstable positive, specific-global positive, composite negative, internal-
external negative, stable-unstable negative and global-specific negative. 
This scale consists of 12 items in which 6 items assess the causal dimensions 
related to the interpersonal/afTiliative events and 6 items to the achievement related 
events. There are 12 hypothetical events, 6 describing positive events ("YOU WIN A 
PRESTIGIOUS SCHOLARSHIP") and the other 6 describe negative events ("YOU 
GO ON A TOUR AND IT GOES BADLY"). Each item presents the individual with a 
statement to imagine an event and then requires the subject to generate its one major 
cause. On the three questions, that are always in the same order, subjects have to rate 
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each cause along a 7-point bipolar scale for internal vs. external, stable vs. unstable 
and specific vs. global dimensions. Peterson et al. (1982) suggested that the three 
attributional dimension rating scales associated with each event description are scored 
in the directions of increasing intemality, stability, and globality. Composite scores 
are calculated by summing the appropriate item scores and dividing the sum by the 
number of sums in the composite. Scores are derived by averaging within dimension 
and across events for individual dimension scores or across dimensions and across 
events for composite scores. Each individual dimension ranges from 1 to 7. Therefore, 
composite scores (Composite positive and Composite negative) range from 3 to 21. 
High score on any dimension of attributional style denotes internality, stability and 
globality and, on the other hand, low score on any attributional style dimension shows 
externality, unstability and specificity. 
The ASQ has proven to be a valid measure of attributional style and it stresses 
the habitual tendencies in the attribution of causes (Peterson et al., 1982). Peterson et 
al. (1982) observed that the three scales, that is, locus, stability and globality have 
reliability with Cronbach's alpha ranging from 0.44 to 0.69 (mean reliability of 0.54). 
Peterson and Seligman (1984) found Cronbach's alpha coefficient of revised ASQ 
range from 0.66 to 0.88. 
Peterson et al. (1982) followed correlational approach and devised several 
methods of demonstrating the criterion validity of ASQ. The results of the study 
conducted by Peterson, Bettes and Seligman (1982) demonstrated the construct 
validity for the ASQ in that it both taps spontaneously generated attributions and 
relate to theoretically relevant symptomatology. Other studies conducted by Zullow 
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and Seligman (1985), Kamen and Seligman (1985) and Seligman and Shulman (1986) 
have further supported the construct validity of ASQ. 
4. Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS): Perceived 
social support was assessed through Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social 
Support (MSPSS) by Zimet, Dahlam, Zimet and Farley (1988). This is a 12 item 
measure of subjectively assessed social support. It measures three different 
subscales: (a) Family, (b) Friends and (c) Significant Other. Responses are rated 
on a 7 point likert type scale and range between low point of strongly disagree to a 
high point of strongly agree. The Significant Other subscale does not assume the 
presence of such a person but rather the perceived presence or absence of such a 
person or support. The score are summed up to get the total score on the three 
dimensions. 
Using data from university undergraduates (n = 275, 49% females and 
51 %males), the authors of the scale reported internal reliability for the total scale to 
be 0.88 and three month test-retest reliability was reported to be 0.85 (Zimet et al., 
1988). In reporting construct validity using the same undergraduate sample, Zimet et 
al. reported statistically significant relationships of the family, friends and significant 
other subscales with a measure of psychological distress in the expected directions 
(The Hopkins Symptom Checklist, Derogatis, Lipman, Rickels, Ulenhuth and Covi, 
1974). The family subscale was inversely related to both depression (r - -0.24, p < 
0.01) and anxiety (r = -0.18, p < 0.01), the Friends subscale was inversely related to 
depression (r = -0.24, p < 0.01) and the Significant other scale was also inversely 
related to depression (r = -0.13, p < 0.05), as was the scale as a whole (r = -0.25, p < 
0.01). Clara, Cox, Enns, Murray and Torgrude (2003) reported a confirmatory factor 
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analysis of the MSPSS, using two separate samples: one of university students (n = 
549, 42% male, 58% female), another of psychiatric outpatients (n = 156, 35% male, 
65% females) in a mood disorders clinic. Internal consistency reliability for the total 
scale in the sample was 0.89. 
Procedure 
Each subject was approached personally. After due establishment of rapport, 
subjects who were willing to participate were given the questionnaire. They were 
assured that their responses will be only used for research purposes. Subjects were 
instructed by the researcher to give honest responses. 
All questionnaires had different sets of instructions. For the Psychologica) 
Well-being Scale, subjects were instructed to read each item carefully and tick mark 
the response that best represented their opinion about themselves and their life. The 
NEO Five Factor Inventory and the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social 
Support also had the same set of instructions. 
For the Attributional Style Questionnaire (ASQ), the subjects were instructed 
to imagine the event happening to them and write down one major cause that they 
perceived responsible for the situation. They were then asked to answer the next three 
questions about the cause by circling one number for each question. 
Since the questionnaires were long, they were administered in two settings. 
The subjects were thanked and asked to leave. 
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Statistical Analysis 
Intercorrelations among all the variables were calculated. Since the major 
purpose of the study was to find out the predictor variables for psychological well-
being, multiple regression was applied. Q-Q plot was plotted for the dependent 
variable to fulfil the assumption of normality for ANOVA. Three-way ANOVA 
(2x2x2) was used to find out whether the interaction of certain predictor variables 
exercised their effect on psychological well-being, t - test was applied to compare 
males and females on their mean scores of psychological well-being and its components to find 
significant differences. Students coming from nuclear and joint families were also 
compared in their terms of their experience of psychological well-being and its 
components using t test. 
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Before applying regression analysis, correlation matrix was prepared. Inter-
correlations among all the variables were calculated. 
It was expected that all the components of well-being would be significantly 
correlated among each other and with well-being as a whole. This was found to be so 
as shown in Table 1. 
Psychological well-being on a whole was found to have a significant positive 
correlation with all the personality factors except with Neuroticism where the 
direction was found to be negative. It also has a significant relationship with all the 
three dimensions of social support and with positive attributional styles. Negative 
significant correlation was found with the negative attributional styles except with 
Negative external/internal. 
All the components of well-being were found to have a significant correlation 
with Neuroticism in a negative direction. Most of the components of well-being 
except Autonomy were found to have a significant relationship with all the 
personality factors, exception being Environmental Mastery and Personal Growth 
which did not have significant correlation with Agreeableness. Positive relations with 
others did not correlate significantly with Opermess. 
Autonomy was not found to have a significant correlation with any dimension 
of perceived social support. Personal growth and Purpose in life did not correlate 
significantly with PSS- significant other, but other correlations with regard to 
components of well-being and social support were significant. 
The components of well-being were found to have significant correlation with 
composite positive attribution style. A significant correlation with all the positive 
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attribution styles was found in all the components of well-being except Autonomy. 
All the components of well-being were found to have a significant correlation in a 
negative direction with negative stable/unstable except Autonomy and Personal 
Growth. Personal Growth and Self acceptance were found to correlate significantly 
with Negative global/specific. It may be noted that the direction of correlation was in 
the direction indicated by theoretical position. 
Personality factors correlated significantly among themselves except 
Agreeableness which significantly correlated (negatively) only with Neuroticism. 
Openness correlated significantly only with Conscientiousness. They were found to 
have a significant correlation with PSS-fiiends. Neuroticism and Conscientiousness 
were also found to have a significant correlation with PSS-family. Extraversion and 
Conscientiousness correlated significantly also with all the components of social 
support. All personality factors except Openness were found to have a significant 
correlation with Positive stable/unstable and Composite Positive. Neuroticism, 
Extraversion and Conscientiousness were found to have a significant correlation with 
Positive global/specific, neuroticism being negatively correlated. Extraversion, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness correlated significantly also with Positive 
external/internal. In negative attributional styles. Negative stable/unstable was found 
to correlate significantly with all the personality factors except Extraversion and 
Conscientiousness. Neuroticism and Agreeableness correlated significantly with 
Negative global/specific and Composite negative. Extraversion and Agreeableness 
also correlated significantly with Negative external/internal. 
There were many significant values when the three dimensions of social 
support were correlated with various aspects of attributional styles. 
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It may be observed that among the components of well-being, Autonomy was 
found to have the least number of significant correlations with variables under study. 
On the whole, Neuroticism was found to correlate significantly with majority of the 
factors. Coming to attributional styles, most of the significant correlations with 
personality factors and perceived social support were with reference to positive and 
not negative aspect of attribution styles. 
Since the major concern of our study was to find out how personality factors, 
causal attributions and perceived social support predict psychological well-being, 
regression analysis was conducted. Table 2 shows the prediction of psychological 
well-being by the sixteen variables viz. five personality factors, eight attributional 
styles and the three types of perceived social support. 
Table 2 
Regression Analysis in the total sample (N = 312) 
(Criterion variable-psychological well-being) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS-Family 
PSS - Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/imstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative 
external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.637 
R 
square 
0.373 
BETA 
(B) 
-.262 
.096 
.142 
.011 
.165 
.153 
.078 
.009 
.168 
.141 
.145 
-.200 
.029 
-.095 
-.011 
-.082 
t 
-5.418 
1.882 
3.003 
.222 
3.153 
2.977 
1.448 
.194 
.839 
.752 
.783 
-.433 
.069 
-.224 
-.024 
-.084 
Significance 
.000** 
.061 
.003** 
.824 
.002** 
.003** 
.149 
.846 
.402 
.453 
.434 
.666 
.945 
.823 
.981 
.933 
** p< 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
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It can be observed from Table 2 that all the variables taken together account 
for 37.3% of the total variance in psychological well-being. The correlation of the 
criterion variable with all predictor variables taken together is 0.637 which is highly 
significant (F (16,295) = 12.586, p<0.01). 
Three out of five personality variables were found to predict psychological 
well-being. They were Neuroticism which predicted psychological well-being in a 
negative direction (B= -0.262, p<0.01), Openness (B = 0.142, p<0.01) and 
Conscientiousness (B = 0.165, p<0.01) both of which predicted psychological well-
being in the positive direction. Thus, hypothesis 1 (a) has partly been accepted. 
No attributional style was found to predict psychological well-being in the 
total sample. Hence, hypothesis 1(b) has been rejected. 
Out of the three dimensions of perceived social support, namely perceived 
social support from family was found to predict psychological well-being (6 = 0.153, 
p<0.01). Thus, hypothesis 1(c) was partly accepted. 
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To observe whether gender had an influence on the prediction of well-being in 
terms of the sixteen factors under study, regression analysis was conducted on the 
sample of boys and girls separately Table 3 (a) and Table 3 (b) gives a picture of the 
above comparison. 
Table 3 (a) 
Regression analysis in male sample (N = 158) 
(Criterion variable -psychological well-being) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Opermess 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS - Family 
PSS - Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative 
external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
16 1 Composite negative 
R 
0.703 
R 
square 
0.440 
BETA 
(fi) 
-.342 
.131 
.002 
-.046 
.181 
-.012 
.232 
-.094 
.024 
.071 
.123 
-.087 
-.296 
-.575 
-.503 
.870 
t 
-5.209 
1.868 
.026 
-.716 
2.607 
-.167 
2.781 
-1.270 
.295 
.788 
1.345 
-1.039 
-.581 
-1.155 
-.905 
.727 
Significance 
.000** 
.064 
.980 
.475 
.010* 
.868 
.006** 
.206 
.769 
.432 
.181 
.301 
.562 
.250 
.367 
.468 
** p< 0.01 
*p<0.05 
It can be observed from the above table that all the variables together account 
for 44% of the variance in the criterion variable i.e. psychological well-being. R 
denotes the correlation of the criterion variables with the predictor variables taken 
together i.e. 0.703 which is highly significant (F (15,141) = 9.179, p < 0.01). It can be 
inferred from the table that psychological well-being experienced by boys is predicted 
by Neuroticism in a negative direction (6= -0.342, p < 0.01) that is, the higher the 
neuroticism, the lower the well-being. Conscientiousness (6= 0.I8I, p <0.05) and 
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perceived social support from friends (6= 0.232, p < 0.01) were also found to predict 
well-being to a significant effect. 
Table 3 (b) 
Regression analysis in female sample (N = 154) 
(Criterion variable - Psychological well-being) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS - Family 
PSS - Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.669 
R 
square 
0.384 
BETA 
(B) 
-.248 
.115 
.300 
-.013 
.126 
.265 
.064 
.059 
.253 
.025 
.027 
-.134 
-.099 
-.098 
-.108 
.151 
t 
-3.364 
1.562 
4.215 
-.189 
1.613 
3.752 
.855 
.865 
1.135 
.126 
.141 
-.289 
-.123 
-.117 
-.131 
.082 
Significance 
.001** 
.121 
.000** 
.851 
.109 
.000** 
.394 
.388 
.259 
.900 
.888 
.773 
.902 
.907 
.896 
.935 
** p< 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
It can be observed from the table that all the variables together account for 
38.4% of the variance in the criterion variable i.e. psychological well-being. R 
denotes the correlation of the criterion variables with the predictor variables taken 
together i.e. 0.669 which is highly significant (F (16, 138) = 6.997, p<0.01). It can be 
inferred from the table that psychological well-being experienced by girls is predicted 
by Neuroticism again in a negative direction (B= -0.248, p < 0.01). Openness (B= 
0.300, p <0.01) and perceived social support from family (B= 0.265, p< 0.01) are the 
other predictors. 
From the above results, it can be seen that psychological well-being among 
males and females is predicted by different factors. Thus hypothesis 2 has been 
accepted. 
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To observe whether family structure had an influence on the prediction of 
well-t)eing in terms of the sixteen factors under study, regression analysis was 
conducted on the sample of students coming from nuclear families and those coming 
from joint families separately Table 4 (a) and Table 4 (b) gives a picture of the above 
companson. 
Table 4 (a) 
Regression analysis on students coming from nuclear families (N=201) 
(Criterion variable - Psychological well-being) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS-Family 
PSS - Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.628 
R 
square 
0.349 
BETA 
(B) 
-.309 
.089 
.197 
.013 
.150 
.144 
.083 
-.031 
.110 
.016 
.040 
-.133 
.003 
-.038 
-0.039 
0.101 
t 
-4.949 
1.378 
3.206 
.199 
2.213 
2.213 
1.250 
-.506 
1.411 
.186 
.479 
-1.822 
.023 
-.305 
-0.528 
.577 
Significance 
.000** 
.170 
.002** 
.843 
.028* 
.028* 
.213 
.614 
.160 
.852 
.633 
0.070 
.981 
.760 
.598 
.565 
**p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
Table 4 (a) shows the prediction of psychological well-being by the sixteen 
predictor variables viz. five personality factors, eight causal attributions and three 
types of perceived social support in the sample of students coming from nuclear 
families. The table indicates that the correlation of the criterion variable i.e. 
psychological well-being vdth all the sixteen predictor variables taken together is 
0.628 which is highly significant (F (14, 186) = 8.670, p<0.01). The predictor 
variables together account for 34.9% of the total variance in psychological well-being. 
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Four significant predictors were found i.e. Neuroticism which predicts psychological 
well-being in a negative direction (fi= -0.309, p<0.01). Openness (6= 0.197, p<0.01). 
Conscientiousness (B= 0.150, p<0.05) and Perceived social support firom family (6= 
0.144, p<0.05) were the other significant predictors. 
Table 4 (b) 
Regression analysis on students coming from joint families (N-lll) 
(Criterion variable - Psychological well-being) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Opeimess 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS-Family 
PSS-Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.697 
R 
square 
0.399 
BETA 
(B) 
-.150 
.123 
.097 
.047 
.213 
.206 
.004 
.117 
.174 
.283 
.280 
-.366 
.385^ 
.190 
.307 
-.827 
t 
-1.841 
1.335 
1.192 
.539 
2.348 
2.200 
.044 
1.368 
.683 
1.217 
1.312 
-.674 
.816 
.378 
.614 
-.775 
Significance 
.069 
.185 
.236 
.591 
.021* 
.030* 
.965 
.175 
.496 
.227 
.193 
.502 
.417 
.706 
.541 
.440 
** p< 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
Table 4 (b) shows the prediction of psychological well-being by the sixteen 
predictor variables viz. five personality factors, eight causal attributions and three 
types of perceived social support in the sample of students coming from joint families. 
The table indicates that the correlation of the criterion variable i.e. psychological well-
being with all the sixteen predictor variables taken together is 0.697 which is highly 
significant (F (16, 94)= 5.566, p < 0.01). The predictor variables together account for 
39.9% of the total variance in psychological well-being. Two significant predictors 
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were found i.e. Conscientiousness (6= 0.213, p<0.05) and Perceived social support 
from family (fi= 0.206, p<0.05). 
Thus, it can be seen from Table 4 (a) and Table 4 (b) that psychological well-
being experienced by students coming from nuclear families is predicted by different 
sets of factors as compared to psychological well-being experienced by students 
coming from joint families. Thus, hypothesis 3 has been accepted. 
Psychological well-being as studied by the researcher comprised of six 
components namely Autonomy, Environmental Mastery, Personal Growth, Purpose in 
life, Self Acceptance and Positive relations with others. The sixteen predictor 
variables were also studied in the context of each component of well-being. 
Table 5 
Regression analysis in the total sample (N =312) 
(Criterion variable - Autonomy) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS - Family 
PSS-Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive extemajyintemal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative 
external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.394 
R square 
0.110 
BETA 
(6) 
-.325 
-.086 
.089 
-.053 
-.069 
.020 
-.006 
-.070 
.055 
-.006 
-.067 
.156 
.958 
.993 
-1.081 
-2.375 
t 
-5.630 
-1.417 
1.575 
-.923 
-1.102 
.331 
-.087 
-1.213 
.230 
-.028 
-.303 
.283 
1.902 
1.956 
2.032 
-2.037 
Significance 
.000** 
.158 
.116 
.357 
.271 
.741 
.931 
.226 
.818 
.978 
.762 
.778 
.058 
.051 
.043* 
.043* 
** p< 0.01 
*p<0.05 
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It can be observed from Table 5 that the correlation of all the predictor 
variables taken together with the criterion variable i.e. Autonomy is 0.394 which is 
highly significant (F (16, 295) = 3.397, p<0.01). The variance explained by the 
predictor variables was found to be 11%. 
One out of five personality factors, one was found to influence Autonomy i.e. 
Neuroticism in a negative direction (0= -0.325, p<0.01). Thus, hypothesis 4(a) has 
been partly accepted. 
Out of the eight attributional styles, two attributional styles were found to be 
significant predictors of Autonomy i.e. Negative global/specific attributional style (6= 
-1.081, p<0.05) and Composite negative (B= -2.375, p<0.05), both predicting 
autonomy in negative manner. Thus, hypothesis 4(b) has partly been accepted. It is 
interesting to note that none of the attributional styles were predictors in any other 
sample. 
None of the dimensions of perceived social support emerged as significant 
predictors of autonomy. Thus hypothesis 4(c) has been rejected. 
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Table 6 
Regression analysis in the total sample (N =312) 
(Criterion variable - Environmental mastery) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS - Family 
PSS-Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.624 
R 
square 
0.356 
BETA 
(B) 
-.214 
.079 
.023 
-.064 
.277 
.165 
-.006 
.076 
.149 
.128 
.254 
-.280 
-.104 
-.273 
-.176 
.301 
t 
-4.365 
1.533 
.485 
-1.315 
5.215 
3.165 
-.119 
1.547 
.735 
.674 
1.352 
-.596 
-.242 
-.632 
-.388 
.303 
Significance 
.000** 
.126 
.628 
.189 
.000** 
.002** 
.905 
.123 
.463 
.501 
.177 
.552 
.809 
.528 
.698 
.762 
**p<0.01 
* p < 0.05 
It can be observed from Table 6 that the correlation of all the predictor 
variables taken together with the criterion variable i.e. Environmental mastery is 
0.624 which is highly significant (F (16, 295) = 11.731, p<0.01). The variance 
explained by the predictor variables was found to be 35.6%. 
Two out of five personality variables were found to influence Environmental 
mastery i.e. Neuroticism in a negative direction (fi= -0.214, p<0.01) and 
Conscientiousness (fr= 0.277, p<0.01). Thus, hypothesis 5(a) has been partly accepted. 
No attributional style was found to predict environmental mastery in the total 
sample. Hence, hypothesis 5(b) has been rejected. 
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Out of the three dimensions of perceived social support, perceived social 
support from family was found to predict environmental mastery (B= 0.165, p<0.01). 
Thus, hypotheses 5(c) was partly accepted. 
Table 7 
Regression analysis in the total sample (N =312) 
(Criterion variable - Personal growth) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS - Family 
PSS-Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative external/internal 
Negative stable/imstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.516 
R 
square 
0.226 
BETA 
(B) 
-.091 
.105 
.222 
-.037 
.122 
.125 
.045 
-.074 
.213 
.135 
.216 
-.331 
-.526 
-.729 
-.591 
1.267 
t 
-1.691 
1.840 
4.222 
-.695 
2.091 
2.194 
.749 
-1.384 
.962 
.649 
1.049 
-.644 
-1.120 
-1.540 
-1.192 
1.166 
Significance 
.092 
.067 
.000** 
.487 
.037* 
.029* 
.455 
.167 
.337 
.517 
.295 
.520 
.264 
.125 
.234 
.245 
**p<0.01 
* p < 0.05 
It can be observed from Table 7 that the correlation of all the predictor 
variables taken together with the criterion variable i.e. Personal growth is 0.516 which 
is highly significant (F (16, 295) = 6.667, p<0.01). The variance explained by the 
predictor variables was found to be 22.6%. 
Two out of five personality variables were found to influence Personal growth 
i.e. Openness ((3= 0.222, p<0.01) and Conscientiousness (p= 0.122, p<0.05). Thus, 
hypothesis 6(a) has been partly accepted. 
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No attributional style was found to predict personal growth in the total sample. 
Hence, hypothesis 6(b) has been rejected. 
Out of the three dimensions of perceived social support, perceived social 
support from family was foimd to predict personal growth (P= 0.125, p<0.05). Thus, 
hypotheses 6(c) was partly accepted. 
Table 8 
Regression analysis in the total sample (N=312) 
(Criterion variable - Purpose in life) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS - Family 
PSS - Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.600 
R 
square 
0.325 
BETA 
(P) 
-.136 
.018 
.152 
.044 
.268 
.198 
.019 
-.022 
-.219 
-.151 
-.038 
.507 
.004 
-.143 
-.153 
.106 
t 
-2.697 
.330 
3.100 
.887 
4.933 
3.704 
.343 
-.434 
-1.057 
-.775 
-.200 
1.056 
.008 
-.324 
-.330 
.104 
Significance 
.007** 
.741 
.002** 
.376 
.000** 
.000** 
.732 
.665 
.291 
.439 
.842 
.292 
.993 
.746 
.742 
.917 
** p< 0.01 
*p<0.05 
It can be observed from Table 8 that the correlation of all the predictor 
variables taken together with the criterion variable i.e. Purpose in life is 0.600 which 
is highly significant (F (16, 295) = 10.376, p<0.01). The variance explained by the 
predictor variables was found to be 32.5%. 
Three out of five personality variables were found to influence purpose in life 
i.e. Neuroticism in a negative direction (13= -0.136, p<0.01), Openness (B= 0.152, 
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p<0.01) and Conscientiousness (B= 0.268, p<0.01). Thus, hypothesis 7(a) has been 
partly accepted. 
No attributional style was found to predict purpose in life in the total sample. 
Hence, hypothesis 7(b) has been rejected. 
Out of the three dimensions of perceived social support, perceived social 
support from family was found to predict purpose in life (B= 0.198, p<0.01). Thus, 
hypotheses 7(c) was partly accepted. 
Table 9 
Regression analysis in the total sample (N =312) 
(Criterion variable - Self acceptance) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS - Family 
PSS - Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative external/internal 
Negative stable/unstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.542 
R 
square 
0.255 
BETA 
(P) 
-.271 
.133 
.092 
.066 
.132 
.078 
.081 
.062 
.260 
.284 
.260 
-.619 
.143 
.177 
.104 
-.427 
t 
-5.126 
2.392 
1.792 
1.269 
2.310 
1.386 
1.391 
1.172 
1.197 
1.389 
1.289 
-1.226 
.310 
.382 
.213 
-.401 
Significance 
.000** 
.017* 
.074 
.205 
.022* 
.167 
.165 
.242 
.232 
.166 
.199 
.221 
.757 
.703 
.831 
.689 
** p< 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
It can be observed from Table 9 that the correlation of all the predictor 
variables taken together with the criterion variable i.e. self acceptance is 0.542 which 
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is highly significant (F (16, 295) = 7.651, p<0.01). The variance explained by the 
predictor variables was foxind to be 35.5%. 
Three out of five personality variables were found to influence self acceptance 
i.e. Neuroticism in a negative direction (6= -0.214, p<0.01), Extraversion (6= 0.133, 
p<0.01) and Conscientiousness (B= 0.132, p<0.05). Thus, hypothesis 8(a) has been 
partly accepted. 
No attributional style was found to predict self acceptance in the total sample. 
Hence, hypothesis 8(b) has been rejected. 
None of the dimensions of perceived social support emerged as significant 
predictors of autonomy. Thus, hypothesis 8(c) has been rejected. 
Table 10 
Regression analysis in the total sample (N =312) 
(Criterion variable - Positive relations with others) 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Predictors 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
PSS - Family 
PSS - Friends 
PSS - Significant other 
Positive external/internal 
Positive stable/unstable 
Positive global/specific 
Composite positive 
Negative 
external/internal 
Negative stable/imstable 
Negative global/specific 
Composite negative 
R 
0.584 
R 
square 
0.305 
BETA 
(3) 
-.179 
.167 
.063 
.083 
-.021 
.091 
.216 
.060 
.308 
.244 
.006 
-.316 
-.193 
-.288 
-.133 
.384 
t 
-3.515 
3.104 
1.269 
1.637 
-.375 
1.684 
3.822 
1.172 
1.465 
1.235 
.029 
-.649 
-.435 
-.642 
-.282 
.373 
Significance 
.001** 
.002** 
.206 
.103 
.708 
.093 
.000** 
.242 
.144 
.218 
.977 
.517 
.664 
.522 
.778 
.709 
**p<0.01 
* p < 0.05 
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It can be observed from Table 10 that the correlation of all the predictor 
variables taken together with the criterion variable i.e. Positive relations with others is 
0.584 which is highly significant (F (16, 295) = 9.580, p<0.01). The variance 
explained by the predictor variables was found to be 30.5%. 
Two out of five personality variables were found to influence Positive 
relations with others i.e. Neuroticism in a negative direction (B= -0.179, p<0.01) and 
Extraversion (B= 0.167, p<0.01). Thus, hypothesis 9(a) has been partly accepted. 
No attributional style was found to predict positive relation with others in the 
total sample. Hence, hypothesis 9(b) has been rejected. 
Out of the three dimensions of perceived social support, perceived social 
support from friends was found to predict positive relations with others (6= 0.216, 
p<0.01). Thus, hypotheses 9(c) was partly accepted. 
Thus, it can be concluded from the earlier tables that Neuroticism, 
Conscientiousness and Perceived social support from family emerged as significant 
predictors of psychological well-being and its components. 
Earlier table (regression) indicates that some factors predicted psychological 
well-being. However, sometimes the factors interact among themselves to produce a 
significant effect on the criterion variable. This aspect should be explored to give 
important additional information. To study whether some predictor variables were 
exercising their effect in terms of their interaction on psychological well-being, three 
way 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA was applied. Since ANOVA has an assumption of normal 
distribution, the researcher e^sessed the normality of the sample. 
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Normal probability plots are used to assess Aether data comes from a normal 
distribution. Many statistical tests make the assumption that an underlying distribution 
is normal, so normal probability plots provide assurance that the assumption is 
justified. The researcher used the quantile - quantile plot or Q-Q plot for assessing 
normality of the sample. This is a scatter plot with the quantiles of the scores on the 
horizontal axis and the expected normal curves on the vertical axis. A plot of the 
scores against the expected normal score should reveal a straight line. The straight 
line represents wliat data would look like if it were perfectly normally distributed. The 
actual data is represented by the squares plotted against the straight line. The closer 
the squares are to the line, the more normally distributed the data. If the observed 
points curve above or below the normal plot line, this indicates the kurtosis departs 
from a normal distribution, >^ereas if the observed plot is S - shaped, this shows that 
the data is skewed. 
Normal Q-Q Plot of psychological wellbeing (dependent variable) 
500 
400 
I 
300 
200 
200 300 
Observed Value 
400 500 
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In the above graph, the expected normal distribution is the straight line and the 
line of little boxes is the observed values from our data. Most of our points fall almost 
perfectly along the line. This is a good indicator that our data is normally distributed. 
Therefore, ANOVA can be applied as the assumption of normality has been fulfilled. 
Since our main purpose in conducting ANOVA was to study interaction effect 
among the variables on the criterion (dependent) variable, viz. psychological well-
being, only the significant interactions are being reported in the following tables' i.e 
from table 11 table 16. All other findings regarding interactions are reported in tlie 
appendices (Table 19) 
Table 11(a) 
Summary of three way analysis of variance (2x2x2) 
(Criterion/dependent variable - Psychological well-being) 
Source of variation 
Neuroticism 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
N x O 
Nx Ag 
OxAg 
N X 0 X Ag 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
56028.971 
4269.064 
4564.466 
.023 
90.212 
355.648 
10488.083 
302752.380 
df 
220 
Mean square 
56028.971 
4269.064 
4564.466 
.023 
90.212 
355.648 
10488.083 
1376.147 
F 
40.714 
3.102 
3.317 
.000 
.066 
.258 
7.621 
Significance 
.000** 
.080 
.070 
.997 
.798 
.612 
.006** 
** p< 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
Three variables viz. Neuroticism, Openness and Agreeableness were studied 
to study their interaction on psychological well-being (Table 1 la). It can be observed 
that the main effect of Neuroticism was found to be significant (p<0.01) while the 
main effects of the other two variables were not significant. The interaction between 
the three factors was found to be significant (p<0.01) i.e. together they influenced 
psychological well-being. 
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Table 11(b) 
Two way tables (means) ofBCfor al, a2andBC Combined (al + a2) 
BCforAl 
Bl (low 
openness) 
B2(high 
openness) 
Al (low Neuroticism) 
CI (low 
agreeableness) 
353.64 
346.10 
C2(high 
agreeableness) 
345.10 
370.33 
BCforA2 
A2 (high Neuroticism) 
CI (low 
agreeableness) 
306.56 
326.66 
C2(high 
agreeableness) 
328.26 
325.78 
BC combined (Al + A2) 
A1 + A2 
CI (low 
agreeabloies 
s) 
330.10 
336.38 
C2(high 
agreeableness 
) 
336.88 
348.05 
I 
375 
370 
365 
360 
355 
350 
! 345 
j 340 
335 ^  
330 
Fig. 11(c) 
A X B X C interaction profiles (i), (ii) and (iii) 
(I) Qniphleal raprMwiMion of BC tor al 
bl (Low Openness) b2 (High Openess) 
•C1-LowAgreeabten»88 - • -C2-High Agreeableness 
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(H) OrapMcal raprwwiMlon or BC for a2 
3 
330 
325 
320 
315 
Z 310 
305 
300 
295 
J 
3eo 
346 
»W 
33S 
330 
I 
325 
320 
b1 (LowQpwnMt) b2(HiBhO|MnM() 
•Cl-Low Agreeabkebets -•-C2-mgh Agraeableness 
(M) Qraphleal nprmmMton of BC combiMd (a1+a2) 
b1-(|jowOpuinM) b2-(HahOpwwM«) 
|-»-C1-Lw>iWwnM»n«w -"-ca-Hlyh 
It can be observed from 11 (c) (i), the two curves of BC for al are intersecting, 
thus, the simple interaction is not zero. Further, the two curves of BC for a2 (11 c) (ii) 
are also not parallel, therefore, the simple interaction is not zero. It can be observed 
after comparing Fig. 11 (c) (i), (ii) and (iii) that the pattern of the profiles of the 
118 
Openness and Agreeableness within each level of the third factor (neuroticism) is not 
similar in shape to the pattern for the combined levels. Thus, the interaction among 
the three variables is significant. It can be seen in Fig. 11 (c) that individuals with 
high openness and high agreeableness with low nexiroticism had significantly higher 
well-being scores. 
Table 12(a) 
Summary of three way analysis of variance (2x2x2) 
(Criterion/dependent variable - Psychological well-being) 
Source of variation 
Neuroticism 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite 
Negative 
NxPSS 
N x C N 
PSS X C.N 
N x P S S x C . N 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
32377.013 
31670.745 
616.997 
174.660 
563.659 
5764.976 
668.978 
228671.977 
df 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
178 
Mean square 
32377.013 
31670.745 
616.997 
174.660 
563.659 
5764.976 
668.978 
1284.674 
F 
25.203 
24.653 
.480 
.136 
.439 
4.488 
.521 
Significance 
.000** 
.000** 
.489 
.713 
.509 
.036* 
.471 
**p<0.01 
* p < 0.05 
In the above table, three variables, namely Neuroticism, Perceived social 
support and Composite negative were taken together to observe their interaction effect 
on psychological well-being. It can be observed that the main effect of Neuroticism 
and Perceived social support were found to be significant (p<0.01) while the main 
effect of composite negative was not significant. Though composite negative did not 
influence psychological well-being independently, its interaction with perceived 
social support had a significant effect on psychological well-being (p<0.05). Other 
interactions were not found to be significant. 
119 
Table 12 (b) 
Two way table of means 
Bl (low perceived social support) 
B2 (hi^ perceived social support) 
CI (low composite 
negative 
320.24 
358.94 
C2 (high composite 
negative) 
328.03 
343.58 
Figure 12 B 
(I) Graphical rapraaantaHon of BC 
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(II) Qraphlcal rapraaantaHon of BC 
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It can be observed from fig. 12 (b) that the curves cl and c2 are not parallel 
therefore, the interaction effect of perceived social support and composite negative 
has been found to be significant. Individuals with high perceived social support and 
low composite negative were found to have significantly higher well-being than 
individuals with low perceived social support and high composite negative. 
Table 13 (a) 
Summary of three way analysis of variance (2x2x2) 
(Criterion/dependent variable - Psychological well-being) 
Source of variation 
Extraversion 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite 
Negative 
ExPSS 
E x C N 
PSS X C.N 
E X PSS X C. N 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
14588.838 
18102.971 
4679.978 
595.142 
167.871 
6077.677 
2725.392 
248556.206 
df 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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Mean square 
14588.838 
18102.971 
4679.978 
595.142 
167.871 
6077.677 
2725.392 
1462.095 
F 
9.978 
12.382 
3.201 
.407 
.115 
4.157 
1.864 
Significance 
.002** 
.001** 
.075 
.524 
.735 
.043* 
.174 
** p< 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
In the above table, three variables i.e. Extraversion, Perceived social support 
and Composite negative were taken together to observe their interaction on 
psychological well-being. It can be observed that the main effect of Extraversion and 
Perceived social support were found to be significant (p<0.01) while the main effect 
of composite negative was not significant. Though composite negative did not 
influence psychological well-being independently, its interaction with perceived 
social support had a significant effect on psychological well-being (p<0.05). Other 
interactions were not found to be significant. 
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Table 13 (b) 
Two Miay table of means 
Bl (low perceived social support) 
B2 (high perceived social support) 
CI (low composite 
negative 
327.39 
361.24 
C2 (h i^ composite 
negative) 
328.92 
337.95 
400 
350 
300 
2 2S0 
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200 
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100 
so 
Figure 13 
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It can be observed from fig. 13 (b) that the curves cl and c2 are not parallel 
therefore, the interaction effect of perceived social support and composite negative 
has been found to be significant. Individuals with high perceived social support and 
low composite negative were found to have significantly higher well-being than 
individuals with low perceived social support and high composite negative. 
Table 14 (a) 
Summary of three wc^ analysis of variance (2x2x2) 
(Criterion/dependent variable -psychological well-being) 
Source of variation 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
Composite Positive 
AgxC 
Ag X C. P 
CxCP 
Ag X C X C.P 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
3204.666 
32935.451 
23666.074 
520.856 
86.948 
32.182 
8080.206 
274344.084 
df 
207 
Mean square 
3204.666 
32935.451 
23666.074 
520.856 
86.948 
32.182 
8080.206 
1325.334 
F 
2.418 
24.851 
17.857 
.393 
.066 
.024 
6.097 
Significance 
.121 
.000** 
.000** 
.531 
.798 
.876 
.014* 
** p< 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
In the above table, three variables, namely Agreeableness, Perceived social 
support and Composite positive were taken together to observe their interaction effect 
on psychological well-being. It can be observed that the main effect of 
Conscientiousness and Composite negative were found to be significant (p<0.01) 
while the main effect of Agreeableness was not significant. Though agreeableness did 
not influence psychological well-being independently, all the three variables 
interacting together were found to have a significant effect on it (p<0.05). Other 
interactions were not found to be significant. 
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Table 14(B) 
Two way tables (means) ofBCfor al, a2 andBC Combined (a J + a2) 
BCJ 
Bl (low 
conscientiousness) 
B2(high 
conscientiousness) 
ForAl 
Al (low 
Agreeableness) 
cl (low 
composite 
positive) 
320.44 
329.45 
c2(high 
composite 
positive) 
330.09 
366.37 
BCfora2 
A2(high 
Agreeableness) 
cl (low 
composite 
positive) 
313.77 
354.94 
c2(liigh 
composite 
positive) 
346.41 
363.55 
BC combined (Al + A2) 
A1 + A2 
cl (low 
composite 
positive) 
317.11 
342.19 
c2(high 
composite 
positive) 
338.25 
364.96 
Fig. 14 A X B X C interaction profiles (i), (ii) and (iii) 
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It can be observed from 14 (c) (i), the two curves of BC for al are not parallel, 
thus, the simple interaction is not zero. Further, the two curves of BC for a2 (14 c) (ii) 
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are also not parallel, therefore, the simple interaction is not zero. It can be observed 
after comparing Fig. 14(c) (i), (ii) and (iii) that the pattern of the profiles of the 
Conscientiousness and Composite positive within each level of the third factor 
(agreeableness) is not similar in shape to the pattern for the combined levels. Thus, 
the interaction among the three variables is significant. It can be observed from the 
above graphs, that individual having low agreeableness, high conscientiousness and 
high composite positive were found to have higher psychological well-being as 
compared to individuals with high agreeableness, low conscientiousness and low 
composite positive. 
Table 15 (a) 
Summary of three way analysis of variance (2x2x2) 
(Criterion/dependent variable -psychological well-being) 
Source of 
variation 
Agreeableness 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite 
Negative 
Ag X PSS 
Ag X C.N 
PSS X C.N 
Ag X PSS X C. N 
Within group 
Sum of 
squares 
5237.077 
34574.268 
1961.878 
46.274 
1163.633 
6101.049 
497.604 
270574.456 
df 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
192 
Mean 
square 
5237.077 
34574.268 
1961.878 
46.274 
1163.633 
6101.049 
497.604 
1409.242 
F 
3.716 
24.534 
1.392 
.033 
.826 
4.329 
.353 
Significance 
.055 
.000** 
.240 
.856 
.365 
.039* 
.553 
** p< 0.01 
*p<0.05 
In the above table, three variables i.e. Agreeableness, Perceived social support 
and Composite negative were taken together to observe their interaction on 
psychological well-being. It can be observed that the main effect of Perceived social 
support was found to be significant (p<0.01) while the main effects of agreeableness 
and composite negative were not significant. Though composite negative did not 
influence psychological well-being independently, its interaction with perceived 
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social support had a significant effect on psychological well-being (p<O.OS). Other 
interactions were not found to be significant. 
Table 15 (b) 
Two way table of means 
Bl (low perceived social 
support) 
B2 (high perceived social 
support) 
CI (low composite 
negative) 
323.11 
361.46 
C2 (high composite 
negative) 
328.02 
343.68 
Figure 15 
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It can be observed from fig. IS (b) that the curves cl and c2 are not parallel 
therefore, the interaction effect of perceived social support and composite negative 
has been found to be significant. Individuals with high perceived social support and 
lovs' composite negative were found to have significantly higher well-being as 
compared to individuals with low perceived social support and high composite 
negative. 
Table 16 (a) 
Summary of three way analysis of variance (2x2x2) 
(Criterion/dependent variable - Psychological well-being) 
Source of variation 
Conscientiousness 
Perceived social support 
Composite Negative 
CxPSS 
CxC.N 
PSSxC.N 
CxPSS xC.N 
Within group 
Sum of 
squares 
20239.179 
23395.299 
1250.766 
2096.583 
5752.620 
1410.152 
51.759 
250475.201 
df 
194 
Mean 
square 
20239.179 
23395.299 
1250.766 
2096.583 
5752.620 
1410.152 
51.759 
1291.109 
F 
15.676 
18.120 
.969 
1.624 
4.456 
1.092 
.040 
Significance 
.000** 
.000** 
.326 
.204 
.036* 
.297 
.842 
**p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
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In the above table, three variables, namely Conscientiousness, Perceived social 
support and Composite ne^tive were taken together to observe their interaction effect 
on psychological well-being. It can be observed that the main effects of 
Conscientiousness and Perceived social support were found to be significant (p<0.01) 
while the main effect of composite negative was not significant. Though composite 
negative did not influence psychological well-being independently, its interaction 
with conscientiousness had a significant effect on psychological well-being (p<0.05). 
Other interactions were not found to be significant. 
Table 16 (b) 
Two way table of means 
Bl (Conscientiousness) 
B2 (Conscientiousness) 
CI (low composite 
negative) 
327.36 
354.96 
C2 (high composite 
negative) 
327.67 
344.39 
Figure 16 
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It can be observed from fig. 16 (b) that the curves cl and c2 are not parallel 
therefore, the interaction effect of perceived social support and composite negative 
has been found to be significant Individuals high on conscientiousness and low on 
composite negative were found to have significantly higher well-being as compared to 
individuals with low conscientiousness and high composite negative. 
Thus, it can be concluded that although composite negative, composite 
positive and agreeableness did not emerge as predictors of psychological well-being 
in the regression analysis, they were found to have significant interaction effects on 
psychological well-being along with other variables, viz. neuroticism, openness, 
conscientiousness and perceived social siqiport. 
In order to obtain more in-depth understanding with regard to psychological 
well-being and its components, males and females were compared on their mean 
scores to find significant differences using t-test. 
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Table 17 
Difference in means of males and females in the experience of psychological well-
being and its components 
Variable 
Psychological 
well being 
Autonomy 
Environmental 
mastery 
Personal 
growth 
Purpose in life 
Self 
acceptance 
Positive 
relations with 
others 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
N 
157 
155 
157 
155 
157 
155 
157 
155 
157 
155 
157 
155 
157 
155 
Mean 
332.24 
345.87 
50.45 
51.75 
55.98 
57.02 
58.49 
61.09 
58.06 
60.01 
53.68 
56.60 
55.58 
59.40 
S.D. 
39.407 
39.478 
6.803 
8.139 
8.955 
9.204 
8.928 
8.857 
9.581 
8.938 
8.717 
9.198 
8.525 
8.574 
t 
3.053 
1.535 
1.010 
2.582 
1.857 
2.883 
3.946 
Significance 
0.002** 
0.126 
0.313 
0.010* 
0.064 
0.004** 
0.000** 
**p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
From the above table, it can be seen that males (mean = 332.24, SD = 39.407) 
and females (mean = 345.87, SD = 39.478) differ significantly in their experience of 
psychological well-being. We can infer from their mean scores that females have 
better psychological well-being than males. Further, they differ on the dimensions of 
Personal growth, Self acceptance and Positive relations with others. Females score 
higher than males on all the dimensions. Thus, hypotheses 10 has been accepted. 
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Students coming from nuclear and joint families were also compared in their 
terms of their experience of psychological well-being and its components using t test. 
Table 18 
Difference In Means Of Students Coming From Nuclear And Joint Families In The 
Experience Of Psychological Well-Being And Its Components 
Variable 
Psychological 
well being 
Autonomy 
Environmental 
mastery 
Personal 
growth 
Purpose in life 
Self 
acceptance 
Positive 
relations with 
others 
Family 
Structure 
Nuclear 
Joint 
Nuclear 
Joint 
Nuclear 
Joint 
Nuclear 
Joint 
Nuclear 
Joint 
Nuclear 
Joint 
Nuclear 
Joint 
N 
201 
111 
201 
111 
201 
111 
201 
111 
201 
111 
201 
111 
201 
111 
Mean 
337.27 
342.16 
51.23 
50.86 
55.51 
58.28 
60.00 
59.39 
58.60 
59.80 
54.76 
55.80 
57.17 
58.04 
S.D. 
41.476 
37.053 
7.957 
6.659 
9.587 
7.812 
9.004 
8.944 
9.439 
9.043 
9.514 
8.185 
8.691 
8.860 
t 
1.036 
0.425 
2.601 
0.577 
1.095 
0.975 
0.838 
Significance 
0.301 
0.671 
0.010* 
0.565 
0.274 
0.330 
0.403 
**p<0.01 
* p < 0.05 
From the above table, it can be seen that students coming from nuclear 
families (mean = 337.27, SD = 41.476) and those from joint families (mean = 342.16, 
SD = 37.053) differ in their experience of psychological well-being but the difference 
is not significant. Further, they were found to differ significantly on the dimension of 
Environmental mastery. Students coming from joint families (mean=58.28) have 
better environmental mastery as compared to students coming from nuclear families 
(mean = 55.51). On the whole, no difference was found among students coming from 
joint and nuclear families. Thus, hypotheses II has heen rejected. 
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Discussion, 
Conclusion 3^ 
Su^esfions for 
furfner research 
t£ 
It is a matter of deep concern for all that in today's world negative emotions 
and a sense of despair are experiences which a majority of people are imdergoing. The 
increasing number of suicides, crimes, brutality against irmocent children, domestic 
violence are all indicators of a sense of dissatisfaction and hopelessness which is 
gradually becoming the hallmark of modem society. The senseless rat race in which 
we are almost becoming automatons pursuing goals of affluence at the cost of basic, 
deep rooted human needs which are related to a sense of mental and emotional 
liberation and achievement has made psychological well-being a more and more 
elusive goal. All efforts need to be made to identify factors and strategies related to 
enhancing psychological well-being. Broadly speaking, well-being refers to the 
positive evaluations individuals make of their lives and includes positive emotions, 
life satisfaction and meaning (Seligman, 2002). Well-being has many benefits and 
contributes to other important areas in life. Evidence shows that happy people are 
more healthy, creative, generous, tolerant, active, altruistic, sociable, economically 
productive and long living (Lyubomirsky, King and Diener, 2005). All these qualities 
state what today's world really wants. Today, when individuals are generally stressed 
and busy, well-being has an even more important role to play in enhancing their 
quality of life. 
Although the concept of well-being is important in all stages of life, it is most 
important in young adults, a category to which university students belong. 
Developmental theorists propose that the college years constitute a psychologically 
significant time in the lives of yoimg people (Chekering, 1969). Together with 
stresses and problems arising from physiological changes, this period involves a 
transition from child to adult roles, during which an autonomous identity is formed. 
University students face demands of academic challenges, financial pressures, the 
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need for career decisions, which act as stressors that have the potential for creating 
significant psychological distress (Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1979). In fact, the 
xmiversity population has been portrayed as a high risk group for the development of 
psychological difficulties. Epidemiological studies conducted on college campuses 
indicate that between 7-16% of students are handicapped by psychological adjustment 
problems (Reifler & Liptzin, 1969, Segal, 1966). Therefore, it is necessary to focus on 
psychological well-being of this sample. 
Personality of an individual plays an important role in determining his well-
being. The perception and outlook of the individual, particularly the meaning he 
attaches, the causal attributions which he/she makes, together with emotional support 
from family and friends, all have a role to play in well-being. 
The researcher attempted to study psychological well-being in relation to 
personality factors, causal attributions and perceived social support among university 
students. Sixteen predictor variables i.e. five personality factors (Neuroticism, 
Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness), eight attribution 
styles (Positive external/internal. Positive stable/unstable. Positive global/specific. 
Composite positive, Negative external/internal. Negative stable/vmstable. Negative 
global/specific, Composite negative) and three types of perceived social support 
(relating to - family, friends and significant other) were studied to predict the criterion 
variable i.e. psychological well-being in a sample of university students. 
Neuroticism emerged as the most significant predictor of psychological well-
being, having negative predictive relationship with well-being i.e. as the level of 
neuroticism increased in the students, their sense of well-being decreased (Table 2). 
The same result was found in a number of studies carried out by different researchers 
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who found role of neuroticism important in the well-being of an individual. [De and 
Singh (1972), Sinha (1973), Pandey (1981), Chaudhary and Sinha (1992), Hussain 
and Kumari (1995), Brebner et al. (1995). Vasudevan (1996), Creed and Evans (2002), 
Diener and Seligman (2002), Ruiz (2005), Libran and Howard (2006) and Singh 
(2009)]. All these studies were conducted on student populations. Other studies, not 
on student population show similar results (Dhapola, 1967; Brar, 1974; Costa and Mc 
Crae, 1980; Watson, Clark and Tellegen, 1988; Fumham and Brewin, 1990; Hussain 
and Priyadarshan, 1996; De Neve and Cooper, 1998; Francis et al. 1998; Patrick and 
Hayden 1999; De Neve 1999; Fumham and Cheng, 2000; Siegler and Brummett; 
2000; Vitterso, 2001; Keyes, Shmotkin and Ryff, 2002; Vitterso and Nilson, 2002; 
Hayes and Joseph, 2003; Spangler and Palrecha, 2004; Lynn and Steel, 2006; and 
Gutierrez et al. 2005). Thus, our study reiterates the findings obtained by other 
researchers in this area. Since no researches could be found which contradicted this 
finding, it would be fiilly justified if the role of this factor in well-being is considered 
a part of the theory of psychological well-being. 
Another personality factor which emerged as a significant predictor of 
psychological well-being was conscientiousness (Table 2). Conscientiousness refers 
to being achievement oriented, organized, self disciplined and dependable. Amongst 
students, these are qualities which are important for behaviours which contribute 
towards successfiil performance of their tasks and duties on time, resulting in less 
pressure on them, thus enhancing their well-being. Our results support evidence 
obtained fi-om studies conducted by Siegler and Bmmmett (2000), Bostic and Ptacek 
(2001), Keyes, Shmotkin and Ryff (2002), Hayes and Joseph (2003), Blateny et al. 
(2004), Halama (2005), Ruiz (2005) and Singh (2009). However, in the results from 
studies conducted by Costa and Mc Crae (1980), Watson, Clark and Tellegen (1988), 
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De Neve and Cooper (1998) and Gutierrez et al. (2005), conscientiousness did not 
emerge as a significant predictor of well-being. It may be pointed out that the above 
studies were not conducted on student populations. Hxmian behaviour is complex and 
a wide variety of factors influence it. Although conscientiousness under all conditions 
is a desirable quality and on the face of it, it should have a positive relationship with 
well-being, but conditions may be so different that a conscientious person may face 
difficulties if duties and work conditions do not reward conscientiousness. When a 
person feels that a less conscientious worker gets away with rewards due to some 
factors operating in the organization, he may feel unhappy and dissatisfied with the 
overall situation. This is not a farfetched example; such incidents can be observed in 
real life. For the student population, however, these characteristics represent qualities 
absolutely essential for effective handling of their concerns and aspirations. The 
university environment is to a great extent firee from extra-academic considerations, 
therefore, conscientiousness is predictive of success and consequently of 
psychological well-being. 
Openness also emerged as a significant predictor of psychological well-being 
in our study (Table 2). Those high on opermess are curious people who are open to 
new experiences, appreciate new ideas and are more adaptive in new situations. Since 
new challenges and situations are constantly occurring, individuals possessing 
openness are more likely to experience psychological well-being. Our results are 
similar to those obtained in studies conducted by Keyes, Shmotkin and Ryff (2002) 
and Gutierrez et al. (2005). However, in studies conducted by Costa and Mc Crae 
(1980), Watson, Clark and Tellegen (1988), De Neve and Cooper (1998), Siegler and 
Brummett (2000), Creed and Evans (2002), Hayes and Joseph (2003), Blateny et al. 
(2004), Ruiz (2005), Halama (2005) and Singh (2009), openness had not been found 
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to be a significant predictor. Thus, in a very large number of studies, openness has not 
been found to be related to well-being. All the studies quoted which bring out 
relationship of openness with well-being and also those which do not establish this 
were studies which used the NEO five factor personality inventory and in all of them, 
most of the variance was accounted for by netiroticism and extraversion. The variance 
which was attributable to the other three factors was limited. Therefore, in some 
studies, opeimess emerged as a significant factor, in some, one of the other two 
remaining factors emerged as significant. It appears in most researches, the role of 
neuroticism and extraversion is dominant while the other three factors do not have as 
much significance for well-being. It is also pertinent to point out here that in studies in 
which Eysenck's Personality Inventory was used, neuroticism and extraversion were 
significantly related with well-being (Fumham and Brewin, 1990; Brebner et al 1995; 
Francis et al. 1998). The role of neuroticism and extraversion is brought out by most 
studies, so much so that it is gradually becoming an established aspect of the 
theoretical firamework. As already pointed neuroticism has emerged as a highly 
significant factor in our study, but for extraversion, our findings are different. 
Extraversion came out to be a significant predictor in a large number of 
studies conducted on both student and non-student populations (Dhapola, 1967; Brar, 
1974; De and Singh 1972; Sinha 1973; Costa and Mc Crae, 1980; Verma and 
Upadhyay, 1983; Watson, Clark and Tellegen, 1988; Fumham and Brewin, 1990; 
Chowdhary and Sinha 1992; Shukla and Pandey, 1994; Hussain and Kumari, 1995; 
Brebner et al. 1995, Hussain and Priyadarshan 1996; Francis et al. 1998; De Neve 
1999; Fumham and Cheng, 2000; Siegler and Brummett; 2000; Libran and Howard 
2000; Diener and Seligman 2002; Keyes, Shmotkin and Ryff, 2002; Hayes and Joseph, 
2003; Spangler and Pahecha, 2004; Blateny et al. 2004; Gutierrez et al. 2005; Ruiz, 
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2005; Halama, 2005 and Lynn and Steel, 2006. However, it did not emerge as 
significant predictor in our study (Table 2). Some other studies also reported this 
divergence [Pandey (t981), Vasudevan (1990), De Neve and Cooper (1998), Creed 
and Evans (2002), Vitterso (2001) and Singh (2009)]. Therefore, some further, more 
focused work is required on extraversion. 
Another personality factor which did not emerge as a predictor in our results 
was agreeableness (Table 2). Our results support evidence obtained from Costa and 
Mc Crae, (1980); Watson, Clark and Tellegen (1988); De Neve and Cooper (1998), 
Siegler and Brummett (2000), Creed and Evans (2002), Keyes, Shmotkin and Ryff 
(2002), Hayes and Joseph (2003), Gutierrez et al. (2005) and Halama (2005). 
However, in few studies, it has emerged as a predictor (Diener and Seligman, 2002; 
Blateny et al. 2004; Ruiz, 2005 and Singh 2009). Our findings are in accordance with 
those obtained by most studies. Qualities which constitute agreeableness (generosity, 
warmth, helpfiilness) may often not meet with the desired responses from people who 
are self-centred and exploitative making the individual feel dissatisfied. 
Perceived social support from family emerged as the second most important 
predictor of well-being i.e. after neuroticism in our sample (Table 2). Attachment to 
family is a major phenomenon in most societies, more so in the Indian society. The 
family continues to be the most important source of social, emotional and economic 
support for students. The contribution of parental support and happiness in family is 
very important in predicting a sense of well-being in the youth. Our results support 
the findings obtained from a large number of studies (Power and Witmers, 1974; 
Shirali and Bhardwaj, 1994; Srivastava, 1995; Chowdhary and Muni, 1995; Jain, 
1998; Mctaush and Schleien, 1998; Cleamer and Voneye, 1998; Lu, 1999; McCamish 
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- Svensson et al., 1999; Chou, 1999; Van Wei et al., 2000; Helson et al., 2000, 
Wilkinson and Walford, 2001; Taylor et al., 2001; Meeus, 2003; Markward et al., 
2003; Love and Mxirdock, 2004; Nickerson and Nagle, 2004; Vedder et al., 2005; 
Milevsky, 2005; Hasnain, Suri and Khan, 2005; Chow, 2007 and Chatteijee and 
Walsch, 2010. However, exceptions always exist in social sciences research due to 
occurrence of many complex factors. Social support from family was perceived as of 
less importance in a small number of studies conducted by Carpenter (2002), 
Rodriguez et al. (2003) and Sherman et al. (2006). 
Perceived social support from friends did not emerge as a significant predictor 
in our result (Table 2). Similar results were obtained in the studies conducted by 
McCamish - Svensson et al., 1999 and Wilkinson and Walford, 2001. However, it 
was found to have a significant relationship with the well-being of an individual in 
studies conducted by Chou (1999), Helson et al. (2000), Pinquart and Sorenson 
(2000), Taylor et al. (2001), Carpenter (2002), Markward et al. (2003), Rodriguez et 
al. (2003), Nickerson and Nagle (2004), Sherman et al. (2006) and Chow (2007). It 
may however, be noted that in the majority of the studies, it emerged as a significant 
predictor only in the presence of social support from family. When social support 
from family was low, the contribution of peer / fiiends support to well-being was not 
significant. Thus although many researches have upheld the crucial role of peer 
support during adolescence, so much so that most developmental theorists point out 
that in certain stages, particularly adolescence, fiiends are more important and 
exercise greater influence than family, the role of family remains important. Social 
support from family has to be present in order that fiiends support be meaningfiil for 
well-being. Friends support did not emerge as a significant predictor in our resuh 
while family support was a significant predictor, because in our society, we have a 
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very close-knit family structure in which an adolescent has deep, positive 
relationships witlj parents, grandparents, siblings and other family members. The 
support perceived ensuing from them is very meaningfiil. In comparison, the social 
support from peers, though exercising some degree of importance which is natural, 
may not usually become central to their well-being. 
Perceived social support from significant other did not emerge as a significant 
predictor of psychological well-being in our study (Table 2). Social support from 
significant other does not necessarily mean the actual presence of someone but 
includes the perceived presence of some individual who inspires and motivates us. 
Our study was concerned with young adults who are in the midst of a hectic life of 
strong interactive relationships. Significant persons in their lives are mostly covered 
in the category of parents, family members and friends. In older, more mature persons, 
feelings of support and emotional reinforcement may come from significant spiritual 
or ideological reformers or leaders, in whom they may find peace and solace. 
Therefore, 'significant other' category did not receive many responses from our 
sample, the few responses that were obtained referred to 'teacher' or an old family 
member like 'grandmother' as significant other. Literature search revealed that this 
aspect, viz. a general category of 'significant other' has rarely been studied by other 
researchers. One study conducted on university students by Chow (2007) was done 
assessing social support from family, fiiends as well as significant other in which all 
the three dimensions of social support were foimd to predict well-being. No other 
study was found in which significant other had been studied. Thus, if studies exist, 
they are few in number. In our study, students perceived support from family and 
fiiends but not from category of significant other, primarily because most of them 
were not able to identify any significant other. 
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None of the attribution styles emerged as significant predictors of well-being 
(Table 2). However, a large number of studies have shown that individuals who made 
internal attributions were significantly higher on psychological well-being (Campbell, 
1981; Mishra, 1983; Miller et al. 1986; Kunhikrishnan and Ste'phen, 1992; Sheldon et 
al. 1996; Grob et al. 1996; Lachman and Weaver, 1998; Kulshreshta and Sen, 2006; 
Kalia and Sahu, 2007; and Singh and Mansi, 2009). It may be noted that all the above 
studies evaluated the relation of intemality / externality dimension only with reference 
to psychological well-being. Khan and Jahan (2007) compared individuals high and 
low on psychological well-being on eight dimensions of attribution styles and found 
that the two groups differed on four of the eight dimensions of attributions styles, 
namely, composite positive, positive internal / external, negative stable / unstable and 
negative global / specific. In our study, attributional style independently did not 
emerge as a predictor of well-being. However, it can be seen fi-om tables 12, 13 and 
15 that there was a significant interaction effect of negative attributional style and 
perceived social support on well-being. It can also be observed from table 14, that 
there was a significant interaction effect of positive attribution style, agreeableness 
and conscientiousness on well-being. Thus, attributional styles independently did not 
predict well-being in our study, but they along with some personality factors and 
perceived social support were found to influence psychological well-being. 
Predictors of well-being were studied separately in male and female sample. 
Neuroticism emerged as a common predictor of well-being in both males and females 
[Table 3 (a) and Table 3 (b)] i.e. as neuroticism increased, sense of well-being 
decreased in both males and females. Conscientiousness and perceived social support 
&om Mends were predictors of well-being in males [(Table 3 (a)] whereas in females, 
openness and perceived social support from family emerged as predictors of well-
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being [Table 3 (b)]. In our culture, although family system is important for both males 
and females, it acquires a greater importance for females. Females usually- spend a 
major part of their time at home and develop closer bonding and relationships with 
their parents and siblings. Yoimg men usually engage in activities and hobbies which 
take them outside the home, therefore more time is spent with their friends. Thus, 
more support is perceived as emanating from friends. Chowdhary and Muni, (1995), 
Van Wei et al. (2000) also showed that family support is more important for females. 
Openness emerged as predictor of psychological well-being in females but not 
in males. Openness signifies individuals who are open to new ideas and adapt easily 
to new envirormients. In our society, females are expected to adjust in different 
envirorunents. Their whole upbringing encourages flexibility, tolerance, and 
assimilation of diverse viewpoints. Thus, 'openness' is an important factor which is 
responsible for behaviours which contribute to well-being amongst females. 
Conscientiousness was not found to be a predictor of well-being in the female sample, 
but it was so in the male sample. Thus, the high predictive relationship observed 
between conscientiousness and well-being in the total sample is largely the 
contribution of the male. In most societies, including oxu-s, it is the male who holds 
predominantly various responsibilities of the family. Thus, the trait of 
conscientiousness is perhaps encouraged and rewarded more in males than females. 
With changes coming so rapidly in the role of female in our society, this explanation 
may not hold for long, but today inspite of education for both genders being 
encouraged, expectations from the male are different, motivating him to be more 
conscientious. 
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The influence of family structure on the prediction of well-being in terms of 
personality factors, perceived social support and attributional styles was also 
investigated. Psychological well-being in individuals coming from nuclear families 
was predicted by neuroticism and openness, the direction being negative between 
neuroticism and psychological well-being [Table 4 (a)]. Psychological well-being of 
individuals coming from joint families was predicted by Conscientiousness and 
perceived social support from family [Table 4 (b)]. It is not predicted by 
neuroticism. An interesting point to note is that joint family sample was the only 
sample in which 'neuroticism' was not found to be a predictor of well-being. In all 
other samples, it was found to be a significant predictor, having negative predictive 
relationship with well-being. Joint family system provides opportunities to interact 
with close family members of different age groups. There are more chances that a 
person will find warmth and close relationships in the family; grandparents in 
particular provide solace and warmth, as a result of which the personality variable of 
neuroticism loses some of its negative edge. The joint family structure signifies a 
close knit family where all individuals are strongly bonded to each other and face ups 
and downs of their life together. In the nuclear family system, the young adults at 
times may feel lonely, resulting in feelings of anxiety. Since close relationships 
between family members are found in joint families, social support from family plays 
a crucial role in the prediction of well-being in individuals. Another variable which 
was found to predict well-being in individuals coming from joint families was 
conscientiousness. Conscientiousness denotes responsibility, and in a joint family, it 
is a desirable trait since all the members share different responsibilities for effective 
functioning of the family. 
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Psychological well-being as studied by the researcher comprised of six 
components namely Autonomy, Environmental Mastery, Personal Growth, Purpose in 
life, Self Acceptance and Positive relations with others. Predictors of well-being in 
terms of each component as criterion variable was also studied, with personality 
factors, perceived social support and attributional styles as predictor variables. 
Neuroticism, Negative specific attributional style and Composite negative 
attributional style were found to be predictors of autonomy in our sample (Table 5). 
Autonomy refers to self evaluation by personal standards and regulating behaviour 
from within. It signifies an individual's self determination and his independence in 
making his own decisions. Negative relationship was found between composite 
negative attribution style and autonomy, i.e. individuals high on autonomy do not 
make negative attributions. Negative predictive relationship was found between 
negative specific attributional style and autonomy of an individual i.e. when 
individuals who are high on autonomy make negative attributions to negative events, 
they are specific to the event and not of a sweeping global nature. 
Environmental mastery was found to be predicted by neuroticism (direction of 
predictive relationship being negative), conscientiousness and perceived social 
support fi-om family (Table 6). Environmental mastery involves managing the 
environment by controlling complex situations and making effective use of 
opportunities. The negative predictive relationship of neuroticism with environmental 
mastery suggests that people high on neuroticism will have poor environmental 
mastery. People high on conscientiousness are self disciplined, act dutifiilly and are 
organized, therefore they may find it easier to manage the environment, thus the 
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predictive relationship. Perceived social support was also predictor of environmental 
mastery. 
Openness, conscientiousness and perceived social support from family were 
found to predict personal growth (Table 7). Personal growth is characterized by a 
feeling of continued development of an individual's potential and views of the self as 
growing and open to new experiences. Thus, openness emerged as a predictor. 
Conscientiousness and perceived family social support were other predictors of 
personal growth. Undoubtedly, the individual's personal growth is influenced by 
characteristics like his sense of responsibility, organised, and planned approach to 
tasks as well as warmth and strength which he derives from close relationships. It is 
interesting to note that neuroticism was not a significant predictor of personal growth 
while it has emerged as significant predictor (with negative predictive relationship) in 
all analyses relating to total sample. It should be, however, noted that if we look at 
Table 7, in comparison to all the thirteen predictor variables which were found to be 
significant, the value oft for extraversion and neuroticism were highest. 
Purpose in life among individuals were found to be predicted by largely the 
same factors as personal growth, neuroticism being the only additional factor (Table 
8). Individuals high on purpose in life have goals in one's life and a sense of direction 
making Hfe more meaningftil and giving it a purpose. Openness which is indicative of 
an attitude of receptivity and flexibility, conscientiousness which subsumes an 
attitude of systematic, plaimed and responsible approach toward goals and family 
support which gives security, warmth, and rootedness are predictors of this 
component. Neuroticism, understandably, has a negative predictive relationship. 
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Neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness emerged as predictors of self 
acceptance among individuals (Table 9). Self acceptance involves self evaluation 
which includes awareness and acceptance of one's both strengths and weaknesses. 
Since extraversion is characterized by positive emotions, it may help the individual to 
positively evaluate himself. The company of friends which an individual has plays an 
important role in making in an individual aware of his strengths and weaknesses. 
Conscientiousness also contributes to self acceptance because the quality of behaving 
responsible, having desire to act dutifully helps to evaluate and accept the self with 
honesty and integrity. On the other hand, neuroticism is a condition of high negative 
emotions and usually it fosters a tendency to build protective shells around the self 
preventing the individual from the negative realities confronting him. Therefore, 
negative predictive relationship could be very much expected. 
'Positive relations with others' - a component of well-being is predicted by 
neuroticism, extraversion and perceived social support from friends (Table 10). This 
component of well-being emphasizes having warm and trusting relationships with 
others which includes feelings of empathy and affection towards others. Individuals 
high on extraversion are sociable, outgoing, fiin-loving and seek the company of 
others. This trait is important to build relations with others. Young adults at this stage 
interact with their friends and have strong and close relationships with their friends, 
thus perceived social support from friends plays an important role in this component. 
Neuroticism, understandably, has a negative predictive relationship with positive 
relations with others. 
In psychological research, many variables may not have significant impact on 
a phenomena independently. They may, however, interact among themselves to 
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produce a significant effect. This was talcen into consideration by the researcher. 
Therefore, three way analysis of variance was also conducted to obtain this additional 
information. Before applying analysis of variance, normality of the distribution was 
ascertained. Q - Q plot was used for this purpose. This, procedure is important 
because an essential requirement for ANOVA is normal distribution. After finding 
that the sample was normally distributed, three way analysis of variance was applied. 
It had been mentioned earlier that none of the attributional styles independently 
predicted well-being. However, when ANOVA was applied, it was found that 
composite negative attributional style along with perceived social support produced a 
significant effect on psychological well-being as shown in Tables 12, 13 and 15. 
Individuals with high perceived social support and low composite negative 
attributional style were found to have higher psychological well-being as compared to 
individuals with low perceived social support and high composite negative. 
Composite negative was also found to have a significant interaction effect 
along with conscientiousness on psychological well-being (Table 16). Individuals 
with low level of composite negative and high level of conscientiousness were found 
to have higher psychological well-being than individuals v^th having high composite 
negative attributional style and low conscientiousness. 
Another variable which did not emerge as an independent significant predictor 
was agreeableness. But when ANOVA was applied, it was found to interact with 
neuroticism and openness to produce a significant interaction effect on psychological 
well-being as shown in Table 11. Individuals high on agreeableness and openness but 
low on neuroticism were found to have higher well-being as compared to individuals 
low on openness and agreeableness and high on neuroticism. 
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Agreeableness was also found to interact with conscientiousness and 
composite positive to have a significant interaction effect on psychological well-being 
(Table 14), Individuals with low level of agreeableness, high conscientiousness and 
high composite positive were found to have higher psychological well-being as 
compared to individuals with high agreeableness, low conscientiousness and low 
composite positive. These results may appear to be very illogical because on the face 
of it, one would expect traits associated with this characteristic viz. agreeableness, to 
be predictive of well-being. It may be conjectured that individuals who are 
considerate, generous, trust worthy and helpful, willing to compromise their interests 
with others may receive very heart breaking responses fi^om the world around them. In 
today's materialistic society, where goodness is considered a weakness, such people 
may be exploited and imposed upon and given pain by others' attitudes. Therefore, 
those who are low on this quality but high on composite positive and 
conscientiousness have higher well-being. 
Regression analysis to bring out predictors of well-being among male and 
female sample had been done separately which had revealed which factors predicted 
well-being in each sample. However, some more information was elicited by the 
researcher by computing mean scores on psychological well-being and its components 
amongst males and females and finding out if there was any significant difference 
(Table 17). Females were found to have higher psychological well-being than males. 
They were found to be higher than males on the dimensions of personal growth, self 
acceptance and positive relations with others. If we place our results in the context of 
earlier studies, we find that our results are very interesting. Studies conducted by 
Rathi and Rastogi (2007), Singh and Udainiya (2009) showed no significant 
difference between well-being of males and females. However, the direction of 
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difference, though insignificant, was in the direction of males having a higher mean 
score than females. Haring, Stock and Okun (1984) found that males had higher well-
being than females. In our study, females were foimd to have higher well-being than 
males. The fact is that society is dynamic and sex roles, expectations of women from 
themselves and expectations of others fi-om them have imdergone a very rapid change. 
Factors which negatively impacted on the female life being deprived from educational 
opportimities, job opportunities, both of which guarantee a sense of independence 
atleast at the financial level are now more openly available to girls and are changing 
the picture. Since our sample consisted of students imdergoing higher education, their 
perceptions of self, life and fiiture are likely to be more optimistic than they were 
earlier. Further, the greater rootedness of the female to family, which is one of the 
most dependable and psychologically closest social institutions which provides a deep 
sense of security, is also a factor that may be contributive. For males, in our society, 
pressures to succeed because job is a must and role of primary bread earner remains 
unchanged creates a more challenging and demanding situation. For women, who are 
undergoing education, the pressure may not be so high because while undergoing 
education, many of them know that they will not be expected to work or be primary 
bread earners. Those that are clear that they have to contribute financially to the 
family for which job is essential (opportunities of which are limited) may be having a 
picture similar to the male. The nxmiber of such females may not be very high. 
Students coming fi-om joint and nuclear families were also compared in terms 
of their mean scores on well-being and its components (Table 18). No significant 
difference was found between the two groups on well-being as a whole. The two 
groups also did not have any significant difference on the components of well-being 
except environmental mastery where students coming from joint families were higher 
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than students coming from nuclear families. Our results support the evidence obtained 
by Singh and Udainiya (2009). 
Conclusion: 
Amongst the factors brought out as significant predictors of well-being, 
neurcfticism, conscientiousness, opermess and perceived social support from family 
are foremost. In other words, individuals who are not high on neuroticism, but are 
high on conscientiousness, openness and perceived social support from family are 
likely to experience psychological well-being. If we look closely at these factors and 
evaluate them in terms of how close they lie to the individual's inner self, we notice 
that on the continuum of 'self and 'others', they are closer to the pole indicating 
'self. To be more explicit, neuroticism is a factor which is innate and people are 
genetically predisposed either towards neuroticism or towards emotional stability. 
Eysenck suggested that neuroticism is largely inherited, a product of genetics rather 
than learning or experience. True, some factors in the environment may influence this 
characteristic but that effect is minimal in comparison to it being related to the inner 
self The personality factor of conscientiousness, although being influenced by 
training and learning to some degree, is essentially a characteristic of the core self of 
the individual. Openness does reflect a greater relationship with others because the 
term refers to accepting ideas from others and appreciation of art and adventure but its 
important ingredients namely flexibility, intellectual curiosity and imagination which 
are essentially personal qualities of the innate self. With regard to perceived social 
support, although social support definitely refers to others, perceived social support 
from family, which was a significant predictor is relatively closer to the individual 
than other dimensions of social support. Thus it seems that individuals in themselves 
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had the secret for their psychological well-being. Amongst the various theoretical 
models which have been put forward by psychologists to explain human behaviour 
and personality, the positive psychology paradigm and the humanistic model both 
subscribe to a viewpoint that the human being has unbounded potential which if 
exploited optimally would solve problems faced by him. Our research findings are 
also pointing to the fact that it is qualities possessed by the individual which help him 
to proceed towards psychological well-being, rather than factors in outside world. 
These may be influencing him, but the major critical role is that of core qualities of 
the individual self The essential concepts of positive psychology as well as the 
humanistic paradigm also point towards this. 
Suggestions for further research: 
Although at the time of planning a study, the researcher tries to take care to 
select the problem and plan procedures in the best possible manner, when the study is 
over many questions and doubts confront the researcher. Hindsight is definitely wiser 
than foresight. It, however, needs to be mentioned that because every research needs 
to have a defined scope which cannot be unlimited, all variables that are likely to 
exercise influence on a behaviour cannot be studied in a single study by a researcher. 
During the course of the study and when the study is over, this aspect also raises 
questions in the mind of the investigator as to why certain factors were not included. 
Therefore, some limitations which can be addressed by fiiture researchers in the area 
are being mentioned. 
1. Together with personality variables, attribution system and perceived social 
support, some other factors whose importance became more clear through 
interaction with subjects and deeper contemplation came to mind. These factors 
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are personal beliefs and spiritual orientations. These two factors exercise 
influence on our life perspective and goals and are likely to have a great impact on 
well-being. Their relationship with personality factors may be significant, and can 
be deduced'from theory. Their relationship with attributions is even more obvious. 
It is likely that a substantial amovmt of variance in psychological well-being may 
be accounted for by these factors, namely, personal beliefs and spiritual 
orientations. Future studies may take this into account. 
2. The sample of our study was also limited to students of Aligarh Muslim 
University. A matching sample of students from other institutions would have 
helped us to obtain findings in which localised influences did not dominate. 
3. Our sample was confined to male and female students undergoing higher 
education. Higher education is a situation which exposes individuals to particular 
types of experiences. With a wider sample in which individuals not having higher 
education were included, differences obtained if any, would have enriched our 
findings greatly. This is particularly true with regard to females where education 
has helped to change self concepts and the female stereotype. 
4. Similarly, if our sample had included subjects from different age groups (in our 
group, age group was limited to 18-25 years), we would have obtained a picture 
of psychological well-being and its components at different stages of development. 
In conclusion, we may say that inspite of many other things that could have 
been included, the present research has brought out important information with regard 
to an important dimension of behaviour, namely, psychological well-being. This 
information if translated into intervention, may prove useful in helping individuals to 
achieve the goal of well-being, so vital for positive mental health. 
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Well-being is one of the most important goals which individuals strive for. 
Although the concept of well-being is important in all stages of life, it is most 
important in yoimg adults, a category to which xmiversity students belong. University 
students face demands of academic challenges, financial pressures, the need for career 
decisions, which act as stressors that have the potential for creating significant 
psychological distress (Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1979). In fact, the imiversity 
population has been portrayed as a high risk group for the development of 
psychological difficulties. Epidemiological studies conducted on college campuses 
indicate that between 7-16% of students are handicapped by psychological adjustment 
problems (Reifler & Liptzin, 1969, Segal, 1966). Therefore, it is necessary to focus on 
psychological well-being of this sample. Psychological well-being is a term which 
has different meanings to different people. Well-being has been defined as a dynamic 
state characterized by a reasonable amount of harmony between an individual's 
abilities, needs and expectations, and environmental demands and opportunities (Levi, 
1987). 
Ryff (1995) defined psychological well-being as "The striving for perfection 
that represents the realisation of one's own true potential." RyfFs concept of well-
being has described six major components of well-being - (i) Autonomy, (ii) 
Environmental mastery, (iii) Personal grov^h, (iv) Purpose in life, (v) Self acceptance 
and (vi) Positive relations with others. It is a comprehensive definition of the concept 
and the researcher has subscribed to this approach in this study. 
Psychological well-being is the outcome of experiences and interactions 
relating to various aspects of our being. It is influenced by life events, personality 
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characteristics (Diener, Oishi and Lucas, 2003), personal goals, perceived social 
support and also the type of attributions one makes. 
The major objective of the study was to find out which personality factors, 
which dimensions of attributional styles and perceived social support predict 
psychological well-being. Personality refers to the enduring styles of thinking and 
behaving when interacting with the world. It relates to imique and relatively stable 
qualities that characterize behaviour and thought. Different personality theories have 
come forth with emphasis on different aspects. Costa and Mc Crae (1992) have 
explained personality in terms of five traits namely; Neuroticism i. e. a tendency to 
experience negative emotions, such as anger, anxiety, fear etc., Extraversion i. e. 
tendency to seek the company of others and experience positive emotions, being 
energetic, dominant, assertive, outgoing, talking, fiin-loving. Openness i. e. tendency 
to be open to new experience, intellectually curious, appreciative of art, witty and 
sensitive to beauty, Agreeableness i. e. a tendency to be compassionate and 
cooperative and Conscientiousness i. e. a tendency to show self discipline, act 
dutifixUy and aim for achievement. In the present study, the above five personality 
factors were studied as predictors of well-being. 
The perception and outlook of the individual is affected by the meaning he 
attaches that is, the causal attributions which he / she makes. These attributions are on 
one hand his explanations of causation, on the other hand they gradually constitute his 
perspective and framework through which he views life. There is significant evidence 
which points towards the fact that causal explanation which the individual considers 
relevant with regard to various events experienced by him, has a marked effect on his 
actions and behaviour. The term 'attribution' is used to refer to the individual's 
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perception of causations that is his explanation as to why the events have taken place. 
It is a process through which a person seeks to identify the causes of his own as well 
as of others' behaviour. According to Kelly (1972), attribution is a complex process in 
which we observe others behaviour and then attempt to infer the cause behind it from 
various clues. It refers also to efforts to understand the causes behind our behaviour 
too. According to the Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale (1978) and Abramson, 
Garber and Seligman (1980), eight attributional styles can be identified -
1. Positive external / internal 
2. Positive stable / unstable 
3. Positive global / specific 
4. Composite positive 
5. Negative external / internal 
6. Negative stable / vmstable 
7. Negative global / specific 
8. Composite negative 
The researcher has studied these eight attributional styles as predictors of well-
being. 
Together with attributions, another crucial factor likely to contribute to 
psychological well-being is emotional support from significant others. Social support 
refers to social assets, social resources, or social networks that people can use when 
they are in need of aid, advice, help, assistance, approval, comfort, protection or 
backing. Social support refers to a variety of material and emotional supports a person 
receives from others. It is usually defined as the existence and availability of people 
on whom we can rely, people who let us know that they care about, value and love us. 
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Social support can be of three types - tangible support, informational support 
and emotional support. Tangible support refers to material support, such as service, 
financial assistance or goods. Family and friends can provide informational support 
about stressful events which may help an individual to understand a stressful event 
better and decide the type of coping strategies which can be used to face it. Another 
type of support is the emotional support which is provided at times of stress when 
people experience sadness, anxiety and loss of self esteem. Friends and family can 
provide the emotional support by reassuring that individual that he or she is a valuable 
individual who is cared for. The warmth provided by other people can enable a person 
under stress to cope with it more easily. 
An important distinction in social support is between an individual's 
perception of the support he receives and the actual support received. Perceived social 
support refers to how much the individuals perceive that they are supported by family 
or peer groups. It is the degree to which one feels that support is available or 
inadequate. Merely perceiving that one has social support goes considerable distance 
in providing the health and mental health benefits of social support (Bolger et al. 
2000). 
Social support may be perceived as emanating from different social agencies, 
family, fnends, and significant others (Zimet et al., 1988). The researcher studied 
perceived social support as a predictor of psychological well-being in terms of 
perceived family social support, perceived friends social support and perceived social 
support from significant other. 
Thus, a total number of 16 variables were studied in relation to psychological 
well-being, namely five personality factors (viz. nexiroticism, extraversion, openness. 
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agreeableness and conscientiousness), eight attributional styles (viz. positive 
external/internal, positive stable/unstable, positive global/specific, composite positive, 
negative external/internal, negative stable/unstable, negative global/specific, 
composite negative) and perceived social support relating to - family, friends and 
significant other. Together with the study of prediction of well-being in the total 
sample, predictors in the two gender groups, nuclear and joint family system groups 
were also studied. Further, in order to study if factors were influencing well-being 
through interaction, three-way ANOVA was also applied. 
The research design used by the researcher was, therefore correlational and 
factorial. For prediction of well-being by the 16 variables, correlational design was 
used by the researcher. Factorial design (2x2x2) was used for the assessment of the 
interaction effects among the predictor/independent variables. 
On the basis of earlier researches and theoretical framework, the following broad 
hypotheses were formulated by the researcher. 
1. The first set of hypotheses was concerned with the prediction of psychological 
well-being by the 16 predictor variables i.e. five personality factors, eight 
attributional styles and three sources of perceived social support in the total 
sample. 
2. The second set of hypotheses was concerned with the prediction of 
psychological well-being by the 16 predictor variables in the male and female 
sample separately. 
3. Tlie third set of hypotheses was concerned with the prediction of 
psychological well-being by the 16 predictor variables in nuclear and joint 
family system sample separately. 
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4. Hypotheses number four to nine were concerned with the prediction of each of 
the components of psychological well-being by the 16 predictor variables i.e. 
five pecsonality factors, eight attributional styles and three sources of 
perceived social support in the total sample. 
5. Hypothesis number ten was fi-amed to test whether there was any significant 
difference among males and females in the experience of psychological well-
being. 
6. Hypothesis number eleven was framed to find out whether there was any 
significant difference among students coming from joint family system and 
those coming fi"om the nuclear family system in the experience of 
psychological well-being. 
The sample comprised of 312 university students taken fi-om the different 
departments of Aligarh Muslim University. Out of which 157 were males and 155 
were females. Although strict random sampling is almost impossible in social science 
research because often individuals who should be in the sample do not consent to 
participate or withdraw in the midst of the research, an attempt was made to draw out 
the sample through random procedures. However no bias was allowed to operate 
while selecting the sample. 
The following measures were used for collecting information regarding the 
subject's experience of psychological well-being, their personality factors, 
attributional styles and the social support perceived by them. 
1. Psychological Well-Being Scale constructed by Carol Ryff (1989) has been 
used to assess the experience of psychological well-being. Six dimensions of 
psychological well-being have been conceptualised by Ryff. She suggested a 
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multidimensional model of psychological well-being that comprised six 
distinct dimensions: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, 
positive relations with others, purpose in life and self acceptance (Ryff, 1989a; 
Ryff, 1989b). 
2. Personality Inventory (NEO - FFI) by Paul T. Costa and Robert Mc Crae 
(1992) was used to assess personality factors. The NEO - FFI is a short form 
of the Revised NEO Personality Inventory. This personality inventory assesses 
five dimensions of personality namely Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. This inventory is based on the five 
factor model of personality. 
3. The attributional style of the subject was assessed with the help of 
Attributional Style Questionnaire (ASQ) developed by Peterson, Semmel, Von 
Baeyer, Abramson, Metalsky and Seligman (1982) and revised by Peterson 
and Seligman in 1984. The ASQ is a self report measure of patterns of 
explanatory style which is the tendency to select certain causal explanations of 
good and bad events. The scale consists of internal-external, stable-unstable 
and specific-global (Mmensions. Eight type of attribution styles emerge -
composite positive, internal-external positive, stable-imstable positive, 
specific-global positive, composite negative, internal-external negative, stable-
unstable negative and global-specific negative. 
4. Perceived social support was assessed through Multidimensional Scale of 
Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) by Zimet, Dahlam, Zimet and Farley 
(1988). It measures three different subscales: (a) Family, (b) Friends and (c) 
Significant Other. 
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Inter-correlations among all the variables were calculated. It was expected that 
all the components of well-being would be significantly correlated among each other 
and with well-being as a whole. It may be observed that among the components of 
well-being, Autonomy was found to have the least number of significant correlations 
with variables under study. On the whole, Neuroticism was found to correlate 
significantly with majority of the factors. Coming to attributional styles, most of the 
significant correlations with personality factors and perceived social support were 
with reference to positive and not negative aspect of attribution styles. 
Since the major concern of our study was to find out how personality factors, 
causal attributions and perceived social support predict psychological well-being, 
regression analysis was conducted. Neuroticism, openness, conscientiousness and 
perceived social support emerged as predictors of psychological well-being in the 
total sample. 
Predictors of well-being were studied separately in male and female sample. 
Neuroticism emerged as a common predictor of well-being in both males and females 
[Table 3 (a) and Table 3 (b)] i.e. as neuroticism increased, sense of well-being 
decreased in both males and females. Conscientiousness and perceived social support 
from fiiends were predictors of well-being in males [(Table 3 (a)] whereas in females, 
openness and perceived social support fi-om family emerged as predictors of well-
being [Table 3 (b)]. 
The influence of family structure on the prediction of well-being in terms of 
personality factors, perceived social support and attributional styles was also 
investigated. Psychological well-being in individuals coming fi-om nuclear families 
was predicted by neuroticism and openness, the direction being negative between 
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neuroticism and psychological well-being [Table 4 (a)]. Psychological well-being of 
individuals coming from joint families was predicted by conscientiousness and 
perceived social support from family [Table 4 (b)]. It is not predicted by 
neuroticism. 
Neuroticism, negative global / specific attributional style and composite 
negative attributional style were found to be predictors of autonomy in our sample 
(Table 5). Environmental mastery was found to be predicted by neuroticism (direction 
of predictive relationship being negative), conscientiousness and perceived social 
support from family (Table 6). Openness, conscientiousness and perceived social 
support from family were found to predict personal growth (Table 7). Purpose in life 
among individuals were found to be predicted by largely the same factors as personal 
growth, neuroticism being the only additional factor (Table 8). Neuroticism, 
extraversion and conscientiousness emerged as predictors of self acceptance among 
individuals (Table 9). 'Positive relations with others' - a component of well-being is 
predicted by neuroticism, extraversion and perceived social support from friends 
(Table 10). 
In psychological research, many variables may not have significant impact on 
a phenomena independently. They may, however, interact among themselves to 
produce a significant effect. This was taken into consideration by the researcher. 
Therefore, three way analysis of variance was also conducted to obtain this additional 
information. It was found that although composite negative, composite positive and 
agreeableness did not emerge as predictors of psychological well-being in the regression 
analysis, they were found to have significant interaction effects on psychological well-being 
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along wifli otiier variables, viz. neuroticism, openness, conscientiousness and perceived social 
support. 
Regression analysis had been done to bring out predictors of well-being 
among male and female sample separately which had revealed which factors 
predicted well-being in each sample. The researcher also computed mean scores on 
psychological well-being and its components amongst males and females for finding 
out significant differences, if any (Table 17). Females were found to have higher 
psychological well-being than males. They were found to be higher than males on the 
dimensions of personal growth, self acceptance and positive relations with others. 
Students coming from joint and nuclear families were also compared in terms 
of their mean scores on well-being and its components (Table 18). No significant 
difference was found between the two groups on well-being as a whole. The two 
groups also did not have any significant difference on the components of well-being 
except environmental mastery where students coming from joint families were higher 
than students coming from nuclear families. 
Amongst the factors brought out as significant predictors of well-being, 
neuroticism, conscientiousness, openness and perceived social support from family 
are foremost. In other words, individuals who are not high on neuroticism, but are 
high on conscientiousness, openness and perceived social support from family are 
likely to experience psychological well-being. 
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Appendix -I 
PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING SCALE 
The following set of questions deals with how you feel about yourself and your life. Please remember that there 
are no right or wrong answers. 
Circle the number that best describes your 
present agreement or disagreement with 
each statement. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Somewhat 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. Most people see me as loving and 
afTectionate. 
2. Sometimes I change the way I act or 
think to be more like those around me. 
3. In general, I feel I am in charge of the 
situation in which I live. 
4. I am not interested in activities that will 
expand my horizons. 
5. I feel good when I think of what I've 
done in the past and what I hope to do in 
the future. 
6. When I look at the story of my life, I am 
pleased with how things have turned out. 
7. Maintaining close relationships has been 
difficult and fhistrating for me. 
8. 1 am not afraid to voice my opinions, 
even when they are in opposition to the 
opinions of most people. 
9. The demands of everyday life often get 
me down. 
10. In general, I feel that I continue to 
learn more about myself as time goes by. 
11. I live life one day at a time and don't 
really think about the fliture. 
12. In general, I feel confident and positive 
about myself 
13. I often feel lonely because I have few 
close friends with whom to share my 
concerns. 
14. My decisions are not usually 
influenced by what everyone else is doing. 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
i Circle the number that best describes your 
present agreement or disagreement with 
each statement. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Somewhat 
Strongly 
Agree 
15. I do not fit very well with the people 
and the community around me. 
16. 1 am the kind of person who likes to 
give new things a try. 
17. I tend to focus on the present, because 
the future nearly always brings me 
problems. 
18. I feel like many of the people I know 
have gotten more out of life than I have. 
19. I enjoy personal and mutual 
conversations with family members or 
friends. 
20. I tend to worry about what other 
people think of me. 
21. 1 am quite good at managing the many 
responsibilities of my daily life. 
22. I don't want to try new ways of doing 
things - my life is fine the way it is. 
23. I have a sense of direction and purpose 
in life. 
24. Given the opportunity, there are many 
things about myself that I would change. 
25. It is important to me to be a good 
listener when close friends talk to me about 
their problems. 
26. Beinghappy with myself is more 
important to me than having others approve 
of me. 
27. I often feel overwhelmed by my 
responsibilities. 
28. I think it is important to have new 
experiences that challenge how you think 
about yourself and the world. 
29. My daily activities often seem trivial 
and unimportant to me. 
30. I like most aspects of my personality. 
3 1 . 1 don't have many people who want to 
listen when I need to talk. 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
Circle the number that best describes your 
present agreement or disagreement with 
each statement. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Somewhat 
Strongly 
Agree 
32. I tend to be influenced by people with 
strong opinions. 
33. Ifl were unhappy with my living 
situation, I would take effective steps to 
change it. 
34. When I think about it, I haven't really 
improved much as a person over the years. 
35. I don't have a good sense of what it is 
I'm trying to accomplish in life. 
36. I made some mistakes in the past, but I 
feel that all in all everything has worked 
out for the best. 
37. 1 feel like I get a lot out of my 
friendships. 
38. People rarely talk to me into doing 
things I don't want to do. 
39. I generally do a good job of taking care 
of my personal finances and affairs. 
40. In my view, people of every age are 
able to continue growing and developing. 
41.1 used to set goals for myself, but that 
now seems like a waste of time. 
42. In many ways, I feel disappointed 
about my achievements in life. 
43. It seems to me that most other people 
have more friends than I do. 
44. It is more important to me to "fit in" 
with others than to stand alone on my 
principles. 
45. I find it stressful that I can't keep up 
with all of the things I have to do each day. 
46. With time, I have gained a lot of 
insight about life that has made me a 
stronger, more capable person. 
47. I enjoy making plans for the future and 
working to make them a reality. 
48. For the most part, I am proud of who I 
am and the life I lead. 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
L 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
Circle the number that best describes your 
present agreement or disagreement with 
each statement. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Somewhat 
Strongly 
Agree 
49. People would describe me as a giving 
person, willing to share my time with 
others. 
50. I have confidence in my opinions, even 
if they are contrary to the general 
consensus. 
51. I am good at juggling my time so that I 
can fit everything in that needs to be done. 
52. I have a sense that I have developed a 
lot as a person over time. 
53. I am an active person in carrying out 
the plans I set for myself 
54. I envy many people for the lives they 
lead. 
55. I have not experienced many warm and 
trusting relationships with others. 
56. It's difficult for me to voice my own 
opinions on controversial matters. 
57. My daily life is busy, but I derive a 
sense of satisfaction from keeping up with 
everything. 
58. I do not enjoy being in new situations 
that require me to change my old familiar 
ways of doing things. 
59. Some people wander aimlessly through 
life, but I am not one of them. 
60. My attitude about myself is probably 
not as positive as most people feel about 
themselves. 
61.1 often feel as if I'm on the outside 
looking in when it comes to friendships. 
62. I often change my mind about 
decisions if my friends or family disagree. 
63. I get frustrated when trying to plan my 
daily activities because I never accomplish 
the things I set out to do. 
64. For me, life has been a continuous 
process of learning, changing, and growth. 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
1 Circle the number that best describes your 
1 present agreement or disagreement with 
each statement. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
65. I sometimes feel as if I've done all 1 2 
there is to do in life. 
1 66. Many days I wake up feeling 1 2 
1 discouraged about how I have lived my life. 
67. 1 know that 1 can trust my friends, and 1 2 
they know they can trust me. 
68. I am not the kind of person who gives 1 2 
in to social pressures to think or act in 
certain ways. 
69. My efiForts to find the kinds of 1 2 
activities and relationships that I need have 
been quite successful. 
70. I enjoy seeing how my views have I 2 
changed and matured over the years. 
71. My aims in life have been more a 1 2 
source of satisfaction than frustration to 
me. 
72. The past had its ups and dovms, but in 1 2 
general, I wouldn't want to change it. 
73. I find it difficult to really open up 1 2 
when I talk with others. 
74. I am concerned about how other 1 2 
people evaluate the choices I have made in 
my life. 
75. 1 have difficulty arranging my life in a 1 2 
way that is satisfying to me. 
76. I gave up trying to make big 1 2 
improvements or changes in my life a long 
time ago. 
77. I find it satisfying to think about what I 1 2 
have accomplished in life. 
78. When 1 compare myself to friends and 1 2 
acquaintances, it makes me feel good about 
who I am. 
79. My friends and I sympathize with each 1 2 
other's problems. 
80. I judge myself by what I think is 1 2 
important, not by the values of what others 
1 think is important. 
Disagree 
Slightly 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
Agree 
Slightly 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
Agree 
Somewhat 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
Strongly 
Agree 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
Circle the number that best describes your 
present agreement or disagreement with 
each statement. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Slightly 
81 .1 have been able to build a home and a 1 2 3 
lifestyle for myself that is much to my 
liking. 
82. There is truth to the saying that you 1 2 3 
can't teach an old dog new tricks. 
83. In the final analysis, I'm not so sure 1 2 3 
that my life adds up to much. 
1 84. Everyone has their weaknesses, but I 1 2 3 
j seem to have more than my share. 
Agree 
Slightly 
Agree 
Somewhat 
Strongly 
Agree 
4 5 6 
4 5 ^ 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
Appendix - II 
Name Age Gender. 
1 am not a worrier. 
I like to have a lot of people around me. 
1 don't like to waste my time daydreaming. 
I try lo be courteous to everyone 1 meet. 
1 keep my belongings neat and clean. 
1 often feel inferior to others. 
I laugh easily. 
Once 1 find the right way to do something, 1 stick to it. 
I often get into arguments with my family and co-workers. 
I'm pretty good about pacing myself so as to get things done on time. 
When I'm under a great deal of stress, sometimes I feel like I'm going to pieces. 
I don't consider myself especially "light-hearted." 
I am intrigued by the patterns I find in an and nature. 
Some people think I'm selfish and egotistical. 
I am not a very methodical person. 
1 rarely feel lonely or blue. 
1 really enjoy talking to people. 
1 believe letting students hear controversial speakers can only confuse and 
mislead them. 
I would rather cooperate with others than compete with them. 
I try to perform all the tasks assigned to me conscientiously. 
I often feel tense and jittery. 
I like to be where the action is. 
Poetry has little or no effect on me. 
I tend to be cynical and skeptical of others' intentions. 
I have a clear set of goals and work toward them in an orderly fashion. 
Sometimes 1 feel completely worthless. 
I usually prefer to do things alone. 
I often try new and foreign foods. 
I believe that most people will take advantage of you if you let them. 
I waste a lot of time before settling down to work. 
I rarely feel fearful or anxious. 
I often feel as if I'm bursting with energy. 
I seldom notice the moods or feelings that different environments produce. 
Most people 1 know like me. 
I work hard to accomplish my goals. 
I often get angry at the way people treat me. 
I am a cheerful, high-spirited person. 
I believe we should look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral issues. 
Some people think of me as cold and calculating. 
When I make a commitment, I can always be counted on to follow through. 
Too often, when things go wrong. I gel discouraged and feel like giving up. 
42. I am not a cheerful optimist. 
43. Sometimes when I am reading poetry'or looking at a work of an, I feel a chill or 
wave of excitement. 
44. I'm hard-headed and tough-minded in my attitudes. 
45. Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliable as 1 should be. 
46. I am seldom sad or depressed. 
47. My life is fast-paced. 
48. I have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe or the human 
condition. 
49. I generally try to be thoughtful and considerate. 
50. I am a productive person who always gets the job done. 
51. I often feel helpless and want someone else to solve my problems. 
52. I am a very active person. 
53. I have a lot of intellectual curiosity. 
54. If I don't like people, I let them know it. 
55. 1 never seem to be able to get organized. 
56. At times I have been so ashamed 1 just wanted to hide. 
57. I would rather go my own way than be a leader of others. 
58. I often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas. 
59. If necessary. I am willing lo manipulate people to get what I want. 
60. I strive for excellence in everything 1 do. 
tcwom 
Enter your responses here—remember to enter responses ACKOSS the rows. 
SD = Simngfy Disagree: D =» Disagree; N = Neutral; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree 
1@®(N)0@ 2@®®0{g| 3@(D)(N)0@ 4@®(NXA)(g) 5@(D)(N)®@ 
•@®(N)®@ 7 @ ( D ) ( N ) 0 @ •@®®0@ HSDVDXNYA W@®®®® 
U@®®®® n@®®®@ 13 MCSDXDXNYA J5( 
»@®®®<S> n@®®®® »@®®®® »@®®®(g) 
2l(^®®®@ M®®®®@ MCSDXDXNYA 15 
26@®®®(g) 37@®®®(g) »@®®®(S) 30®®®®® 
31 ( 3Z@®®®® 3JCSDYDXNYA MCSDXDXNYA 35®®®®® 
36 @®®®® 37 @®®®® 38 @®®®® 39@®®®@ 40 @®®®® 
«@®®®@ «@®®®® «@®®®@ 44rSDYDYNYA 4S@®®®® 
4«@®®®® 47(§)®®®® 49@®®®@ 50 
51( 52 @®®®® a@®®®@ «@®®®@ 
SS&^CDXNXA 57CSDXD^fNXA »®®®®@ »S0)(D)CNXA 60®®®®® 
Have you responded to all of the statements? 
Have you entered vour responses in the correct boxes? 
Have you responded accurately and honestly? 
_Yes 
_Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Appendix III 
ATTRIBUTIONAL STYLE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Name: 
Age: 
Class: 
Gender: 
Family: 
(Joint or nuclear) 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
1. Read each situation and vmdJx imagine it happening to you. 
2. Decide what you believe would be the one major cause of the situation if it 
happened to you. 
3. Write this cause in the blank provided. 
4. Answer three questions about the cause by circling one number per question. Do 
not circle the words. 
5. Go on the next situation. 
SITUATIONS: 
YOU MEET A FRIEND WHO COMPLIMENTS YOU ON YOUR APPEARANCE. 
I. Write down the one major cause: 
2. Is the cause of your friend's compliment due to something about you or something 
about other people or circumstances? 
Totally due to other people 12 3 4 5 6 7 Totally due to me 
or circumstances? 
3. In the future when you are with your friend, will this cause again be present? 
Will never again 12 3 4 5 6 7 Will always be present 
be present 
4. Is the cause something that just affects interacting with friends, or does it also influence other areas of 
your life? 
Influences just this 12 3 4 S 6 7 Influences all 
particular situation. situations in my life 
YOU HAVE BEEN LOCHCING FOR A JOB UNSUCCESFULLY FOR SOME TIME 
S. Write down the ^ le major cause: 
Is the cause of your unsuccessful job search due to something about you scHnething about other people 
or circumstances? 
Totally due to other 
pec^le or circumstances 
In the future when you look for 
Will never again be 
I»esent 
1 
a job, will this 
1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
cause again be present^  
2 3 4 5 6 7 
Totally due to 
me 
t 
WM always be 
present 
8. Is the cause something that just influences looking for a job, or does it also influence other areas of 
your life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Influences all situations 
particular situation in my life 
YOU BECOME VERY RICH 
9. Write down the one major cause: 
10. Is the cause (rf'your becoming rich due to something about you or something about other peq)le or 
circumstances? 
Totally due to other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally due to 
peofdeordrcumstanoe. me 
11. In your financial fiituie, will this cause again be present? 
Will never again be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Willalwaysbe 
present present 
12. Is the cause something that just affects obtaining nioney, or does it also influence otho'areas of your 
life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 InfhNnoes all situations 
particular sttuatimi in my life 
A FRIEND COMES TO YOU WITH A PROBLEM AND YOU DON'T TOY TO HELP HIM/HER. 
13. Write down the oncmaior cause: 
14. Is the cause tfyaat not helping your fiiend doe to something about you ot something about other 
people or circumstances? 
Totally due to other 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 Totallydueto 
people or ciicumstanoe me 
15. In the fiiture vbea a fiiend comes to you with a problem, will this cause again present? 
Will never again be 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 Will always be 
present present 
16. Is the cause something that just affects what happens when a friend comes to you with a problem, or 
does it also influence other areas of your life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Influences all situations 
particular situation in my life 
YOU GIVE AN IMPORTANT TALK INFRONT OF A GROUP AND THE AUDIENCE REACTS 
NEGATTVaY. 
17. Write down the one major cause: 
18. Is the cause of the audience's negative reaction due to s(«nething dxRit you or something about other 
peqjle or circumstances? 
Totally due to other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totallydueto 
people or circumstances me 
19. In the fiituie when you give talks, will this cause again be presem? 
Will never again be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WiUalwaysbe 
present present 
20. Is (he cause something that just influences giving talks, or does it also influence other areas of your 
life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Influences all situations 
particular situation in my life 
YOU DO A PROJECT WHICH IS HIGHLY PRAISED. 
21. Write down the one majw cause: 
22. Is the cause of your being praised due to something about you or something about other pec I^e or 
circumstances? 
Totalfy due to other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totailydueto 
people or circumstances me 
23. In the future when you do a project, will this cause again be present? 
Will never again be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Will always be 
present present 
24. Is the cause something that just affects doing prqects, or does it also influence other areas rfyour 
life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Influences all situations 
particular situation in niy life 
YOU MEET A FRIEND WHO ACTS HOSTILELY TOWARDS YOU. 
25. Write down the one major cause: 
26. Is the cause (rf* your friend acting hostile due to something about you or something about people or 
dicumstanoes? 
Totaltyduetoodm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally due to 
people or circumstances me 
27. In the future ^ l^en interacting with friends, will this cause again be present? 
Will never again 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Willalwaysbe 
be presort present 
28. Is the cause something that just influences interacting with friends, or does it also influence other 
areas of your life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Influences all situations 
particular situatitm ' in my life. 
YOU CANT GET ALL THE WORK DONE THAT OTHERS EXPECT OF YOU. 
29. Write down ga^ nugor cause: 
30. Is the cause <rf'your not getting the work d(Mie due to something about you or something about other 
people or dicumstances? 
Totally due to other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totallydoeto 
people or drcumstanoes me 
31. In the fiiture when doing wtHic that others expect, will this cause again be present? 
Win never again 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Wifl always be 
be present present 
32. Is the cause scMndhing that just affects doing vmA that others expect oTyou, or does h also influence 
other areas <rf'your life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Influences all situations 
particular situaticm in my life 
YOUR FRIEND HAS BEEN TREATING YOU MORE LOVINGLY 
33. Write down the one major cause: 
34. Is the cause ofyourfneod treating you more lovingly due to something dxMtyoD or soniethiag 
dxNit other peofde or drcumstaoces 
Totally due to other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totallydueto 
people or circumstances me 
35. In future interacti(Mis with your firierKi, will this cause again be presoit? 
Mil never again be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 MTillalwaysbe 
present preset 
36. Is the cause SMnething that just affects how your friend (boyfiiend/girlfriend) treats you, or does it 
also 
influence other areas of your life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Influencesall 
particular situation situations in 
n^life. 
YOU AWLY F a i A POSITION THAT YOU WANT VERY BADLY(E.G., IMPORTANT KSB, 
GRADUIE SCHOOL ADMISSION, ETC.) AND YOU GET IT. 
37. Write down the one miyor cause: 
38. Is the cause ofyour getting the position due to something {dxMit other peof^OTcircnmstanoes? 
Totally due to other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totallydueto 
people or drcnmstances me 
39. In the fiiture when you api^ for a position, will this cause again be present? 
Will never again be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WiUahvays 
preseitt be present 
40. Is the cause scMnething that just influences applying for a position, or does it also influence aOta areas 
of your life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 InfloenocsaU 
particular situatioa situations in my 
life 
YOU GO OUT ON A TOUR AND IT GOES BADLY 
41. Write down the one major cause: 
42. Is the cause ofthetoar going badly due to something about you or something ^ boutotho^ 
people or dicnmstances? 
Totally due to other 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 Totallydueto 
people or dicumstanoes me 
43. Intheiutuieivheayou go out on a tour, will this cause again be present? 
Win never again be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Will always be 
presoot present 
44. Is the cause something that just influences tour, or does it also influence other areas of your life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 Influences all 
particular situation situations in my life 
YOU ARE AWARDED A PRESTIGEOUS SCHOLARSHIP 
45. Write down the me major cause: 
46. Is the cause dyaar getting a scholarship due to something about you or something about 
other people or circumstances? 
Totally doe to other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totallydueto 
people or circumstances me 
47. In the fiiture in your academic career, will this cause again be present? 
Will never again be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WillalwsQrsbe 
present IMesent 
48. Is this cause something that just affects getting a scholarship, or does it also influence other areas of 
your life? 
Influences just this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Influenoesall 
particular sttuati(m situations in 
my life 
Appendix IV 
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support 
Instructions: I am interested in iiow you feel about the following statements. 
Read each statement carefully. Indicate how you feel about each statement. 
Circle the " 1 " 
Circle the "2" 
Circle the "3" 
Circle the "4" 
Circle the "5" 
Circle the "6" 
Circle the "7" 
if you Very Strongly Disagree 
if you Strongly Disagree 
if you Mildly Disagree 
if you are Neutral 
if you Mildly Agree 
if you Strongly Agree 
if you Very Strongly Agree 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
There is a special person who is around when I 
am in need. 
There is a special person with whom I can share 
my joys and sorrows. 
My family really tries to help me. 
I get the emotional help and support I need from 
my family. 
I have a special person who is a real source of 
comfort to me. 
My friends really try to help me. 
I can count on my friends when things go wrong. 
I can talk about my problems with my family. 
I have friends with whom I can share my joys 
and sorrows. 
There is a special person in my life who cares 
about my feelings. 
My family is willing to help me make decisions. 
I can talk about my problems with my friends. 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
Appendix V 
Table 19 
Summary of three way analysis of 
(Criterion/dependent variable -psyc 
Source of variation 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Openness 
N x E 
N x O 
E x O 
N x E x O 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Agreeableness 
N x E 
Nx Ag 
Ex Ag 
N X E X Ag 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Conscientiousness 
N x E 
N x C 
E x C 
NxExC 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Perceived social 
support 
N x E 
NxPSS 
ExPSS 
N X E x PSS 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Composite Positive 
N x E 
N x C P 
E x C P 
N X E X C.P 
Within Group 
Sum of squares 
34713.959 
9694.897 
7397.077 
1461.675 
.004 
4279.718 
24.169 
299618.098 
51561.689 
10294.873 
1963.910 
1815.809 
697.985 
239.701 
3576.369 
303334.856 
30323.234 
4717.697 
22521.832 
1864.525 
131.339 
40.108 
408.759 
301352.473 
35745.849 
8934.640 
18650.012 
3069.673 
1226.983 
2481.385 
1954.370 
245569.381 
18662.947 
9924.729 
18581.757 
1640.246 
643.288 
84.758 
2173.211 
240779.737 
df 
196 
205 
208 
182 
177 
variance (2x2x2) 
hological well-being) 
Mean square 
34713.959 
9694.897 
7397.077 
1461.675 
.004 
4279.718 
24.169 
1528.064 
51561.689 
10294.873 
1963.910 
1815.809 
697.985 
239.701 
3576.369 
1479.682 
30323.234 
4717.697 
22521.832 
1864.525 
131.339 
40.108 
408.759 
1448.810 
35745.849 
8934.640 
18650.012 
3069.673 
1226.983 
2481.385 
1954.370 
1349.282 
18662.947 
9924.729 
18581.757 
1640.246 
643.288 
84.758 
2173.211 
1360.337 
F 
22.709 
6.342 
4.839 
.956 
.000 
2.800 
.016 
34.846 
6.957 
1.327 
1.227 
.472 
.162 
2.417 
20.930 
3.256 
15.545 
1.287 
.091 
.028 
.282 
26.492 
6.622 
13.822 
2.275 
.909 
1.839 
1.448 
13.719 
7.296 
13.660 
1.206 
.473 
.062 
1.598 
Significance 
.000** 
.013* 
.029* 
.329 
.999 
.096 
.900 
.000** 
.009** 
.251 
.269 
.493 
.688 
.122 
.000** 
.073 
.000** 
.258 
.764 
.868 
.596 
.000** 
.011* 
.000** 
.133 
.342 
.177 
.230 
.000** 
.008** 
.000** 
.274 
.493 
.803 
.208 
**p<0.01 
* p < 0.05 
Source of variation 
Neuroticism 
Extraversion 
Composite negative 
N x E 
NxC.N 
E X C.N 
N x E x C N 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Openness 
Conscientiousness 
N x O 
N x C 
O x C 
N x O x C 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Openness 
Perceived social 
support 
N x O 
NxPSS 
OxPSS 
N X 0 x PSS 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Openness 
Composite Positive 
N x O 
N x C P 
O x C . P 
N x O x C P 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Openness 
Composite Negative 
N x O 
N x C N 
O x C N 
N x 0 x C.N 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
35213.407 
10259.296 
1202.337 
1641.434 
1465.056 
35.945 
1592.241 
282079.191 
35530.798 
3415.656 
24905.693 
26.678 
316.295 
2562.710 
16.410 
306712.995 
42304.132 
7139.183 
31223.187 
1302.324 
596.804 
2426.823 
147.915 
251351.838 
28583.062 
5926.588 
25921.044 
2.257 
956.659 
241.203 
1864.666 
245333.008 
41871.742 
2992.354 
2526.340 
30.562 
1851.296 
416.186 
5020.338 
292905.441 
df 
177 
220 
195 
189 
195 
Mean square 
35213.407 
10259.296 
1202.337 
1641.434 
1465.056 
35.945 
1592.241 
1593.668 
35530.798 
3415.656 
24905.693 
26.678 
316.295 
2562.710 
16.410 
1394.150 
42304.132 
7139.183 
31223.187 
1302.324 
596.804 
2426.823 
147.915 
1288.98 
28583.062 
5926.588 
25921.044 
2.257 
956.659 
241.203 
1864.666 
1298.05 
41871.742 
2992.354 
2526.340 
30.562 
1851.296 
416.186 
5020.338 
1502.07 
F 
22.096 
6.438 
.754 
1.030 
.919 
.023 
.999 
25.486 
2.450 
17.864 
.019 
.227 
1.838 
.012 
32.820 
5.539 
24.223 
1.010 
.463 
1.883 
.115 
22.020 
4.566 
19.969 
.002 
.737 
.186 
1.437 
27.876 
1.992 
1.682 
.020 
1.232 
.277 
3.342 
Significance 
.000** 
.012* 
.386 
.312 
.339 
.881 
.319 
.000** 
.119 
.000** 
.890 
.634 
.177 
.914 
.000** 
.020* 
.000** 
.316 
.497 
.172 
.735 
.000** 
.034* 
.000** 
.967 
.392 
.667 
.232 
.000** 
.160 
.196 
.887 
.268 
.599 
.069 
**p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
Source of variation 
Neuroticism 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
Nx Ag 
N x C 
AgxC 
N X Ag X C 
Within Group 
Neuroticism 
Agreeableness 
Perceived social 
support 
Nx Ag 
NxPSS 
AgxPSS 
N X Ag X PSS 
Within group 
Neuroticism 
Agreeableness 
Composite Positive 
Nx Ag 
N x C . P 
Ag X C.P 
N X Ag x C.P 
Within group 
Neuroticism 
Agreeableness 
Composite Negative 
N x Ag 
N x C . N 
AgxC.N 
N X Ag X C.N 
Within group 
Neuroticism 
Conscientiousness 
Perceived social 
support 
N x C 
NxPSS 
CxPSS 
N x C x P S S 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
53379.830 
2226.325 
19896.563 
1.986 
167.808 
422.890 
192.571 
310673.769 
58358.088 
1097.801 
25943.238 
3.554 
582.012 
30.644 
63.916 
259524.739 
43167.203 
528.759 
21363.080 
519.936 
437.453 
142.303 
62.169 
248561.632 
50233.513 
4702.968 
769.140 
277.855 
265.113 
87.937 
1853.035 
288678.829 
36281.264 
15413.960 
26022.692 
171.482 
220.061 
568.460 
2425.733 
257041.468 
df 
229 
201 
190 
201 
203 
Mean square 
53379.830 
2226.325 
19896.563 
1.986 
167.808 
422.890 
192.571 
1356.65 
58358.088 
1097.801 
25943.238 
3.554 
582.012 
30.644 
63.916 
1291.16 
43167.203 
528.759 
21363.080 
519.936 
437.453 
142.303 
62.169 
1308.21 
50233.513 
4702.968 
769.140 
277.855 
265.113 
87.937 
1853.035 
1436.21 
36281.264 
15413.960 
26022.692 
171.482 
220.061 
568.460 
2425.733 
1266.21 
F 
39.347 
1.641 
14.666 
.001 
.124 
.312 
.142 
45.198 
.850 
20.093 
.003 
.451 
.024 
.050 
32.997 
.404 
16.330 
.397 
.334 
.109 
.048 
34.976 
3.275 
.536 
.193 
.185 
.061 
1.290 
28.653 
12.173 
20.552 
.135 
.174 
.449 
1.916 
Significance 
.000** 
.201 
.000** 
.970 
.725 
.577 
.707 
.000** 
.358 
.000** 
.958 
.503 
.878 
.824 
.000** 
.526 
.000** 
.529 
.564 
.742 
.828 
.000** 
.072 
.465 
.661 
.668 
.805 
.257 
.000** 
.001** 
.000** 
.713 
.677 
.504 
.168 
**p<0.01 
* p < 0.05 
Source of variation 
Neuroticism 
Conscientiousness 
Composite Positive 
N x C 
NxC.P 
C x C P 
N X C X C.P 
Within group 
Neuroticism 
Conscientiousness 
Composite negative 
N x C 
N x C N 
C x C N 
N X C X C.N 
Within group 
Neuroticism 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite Positive 
NxPSS 
N x C P 
PSS X C.P 
N X PSS X C. P 
Within group 
Neuroticism 
Composite Positive 
Composite Negative 
NxC.P 
N x C . N 
C.PxCN 
N x C . P x C N 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Opermess 
Agreeableness 
E x O 
Ex Ag 
OxAg 
E X 0 X Ag 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
26606.036 
14485.350 
27821.073 
69.504 
214.781 
17.760 
12.306 
243491.341 
31782.734 
22093.930 
1598.682 
22.750 
672.323 
3191.376 
1600.979 
284631.303 
26254.923 
15185.850 
12431.353 
488.096 
729.699 
43.496 
2244.489 
218708.084 
28592.222 
29438.670 
117.789 
805.886 
2556.330 
1552.013 
4933.809 
227578.265 
13418.986 
7550.948 
9703.852 
1690.748 
1.531 
37.289 
2708.168 
338125.057 
df 
197 
205 
172 
177 
211 
Mean square 
26606.036 
14485.350 
27821.073 
69.504 
214.781 
17.760 
12.306 
1235.99 
31782.734 
22093.930 
1598.682 
22.750 
672.323 
3191.376 
1600.979 
1388.44 
26254.923 
15185.850 
12431.353 
488.096 
729.699 
43.496 
2244.489 
1271.55 
28592.222 
29438.670 
117.789 
805.886 
2556.330 
1552.013 
4933.809 
1285.75 
13418.986 
7550.948 
9703.852 
1690.748 
1.531 
37.289 
2708.168 
1602.48 
F 
21.526 
11.720 
22.509 
.056 
.174 
.014 
.010 
22.891 
15.913 
1.151 
.016 
.484 
2.299 
1.153 
20.648 
11.943 
9.776 
.384 
.574 
.034 
1.765 
22.238 
22.896 
.092 
.627 
1.988 
1.207 
3.837 
8.374 
4.712 
6.055 
1.055 
.001 
.023 
1.690 
Significance 
.000** 
.001** 
.000** 
.813 
.677 
.905 
.921 
.000** 
.000** 
.285 
.898 
.487 
.131 
.284 
.000** 
.001** 
.002** 
.536 
.450 
.853 
.186 
.000** 
.000** 
.762 
.430 
.160 
.273 
.052 
.004** 
.031* 
.015* 
.306 
.975 
.879 
.195 
••p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
Source of variation 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Conscientiousness 
E x O 
E x C 
O x C 
E x O x C 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Perceived social 
support 
E x O 
ExPSS 
OxPSS 
E x 0 X PSS 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Composite Positive 
E x O 
E x C P 
O x C . P 
E X 0 X C.P 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Openness 
Composite Negative 
E x O 
E x C N 
Ox C.N 
E X 0 X C.N 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
Ex Ag 
E x C 
AgxC 
E x Ag X C 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
5845.683 
4020.247 
36302.174 
3496.762 
340.600 
1140.085 
85.816 
314601.518 
18417.710 
10041.861 
13834.956 
2143.025 
2437.375 
159.997 
636.849 
263229.041 
16796.273 
6640.405 
20110.319 
3684.185 
60.137 
222.977 
224.067 
254593.308 
18389.306 
4323.498 
5169.492 
6436.539 
360.861 
2366.910 
266.759 
314079.965 
6752.608 
5214.915 
30605.714 
68.057 
.452 
2.987 
230.351 
341932.928 
df 
210 
187 
185 
186 
219 
Mean square 
5845.683 
4020.247 
36302.174 
3496.762 
340.600 
1140.085 
85.816 
1498.10 
18417.710 
10041.861 
13834.956 
2143.025 
2437.375 
159.997 
636.849 
1407.64 
16796.273 
6640.405 
20110.319 
3684.185 
60.137 
222.977 
224.067 
1376.18 
18389.306 
4323.498 
5169.492 
6436.539 
360.861 
2366.910 
266.759 
1688.60 
6752.608 
5214.915 
30605.714 
68.057 
.452 
2.987 
230.351 
1561.33 
F 
3.902 
2.684 
24.232 
2.334 
.227 
.761 
.057 
13.084 
7.134 
9.828 
1.522 
1.732 
.114 
.452 
12.205 
4.825 
14.613 
2.677 
.044 
.162 
.163 
10.890 
2.560 
3.061 
3.812 
.214 
1.402 
.158 
4.325 
3.340 
19.602 
.044 
.000 
.002 
.148 
Significance 1 
.050 
.103 
.000** 
.128 
.634 
.384 
.811 
.000** 
.008** 
.002** 
.219 
.190 
.736 
.502 
.001** 
.029* 
.000** 
.104 
.835 
.688 
.687 
.001** 
.111 
.082 
.052 
.644 
.238 
.691 
.039* 
.069 
.000** 
.835 
.986 
.965 
.701 
**p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
Source of variation 
Extraversion 
Agreeableness 
Perceived social 
support 
Ex Ag 
ExPSS 
AgxPSS 
E X Ag X PSS 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Agreeableness 
Composite Positive 
Ex Ag 
E x C . P 
Ag X C.P 
E x Ag X C.P 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Agreeableness 
Composite Negative 
Ex Ag 
Ex C.N 
A g x C N 
E x Ag X C.N 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Conscientiousness 
Perceived social 
support 
E x C 
ExPSS 
CxPSS 
E X C X PSS 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Conscientiousness 
Composite Positive 
E x C 
E x C P 
CxC.P 
E X C X C.P 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
19909.814 
3002.956 
13817.997 
47.762 
2229.139 
636.715 
36.081 
290890.167 
18180.953 
1370.496 
16431.206 
493.704 
7.600 
187.938 
121.958 
276362.310 
17010.446 
7164.060 
4551.975 
5.959 
1534.316 
1.349 
819.533 
327834.971 
9741.363 
30614.853 
15357.831 
653.567 
3551.965 
2247.354 
2836.785 
264159.574 
9463.887 
18511.834 
23510.098 
1400.259 
83.006 
579.822 
3768.280 
254242.067 
df 
192 
186 
191 
194 
191 
Mean square 
19909.814 
3002.956 
13817.997 
47.762 
2229.139 
636.715 
36.081 
1515.05 
18180.953 
1370.496 
16431.206 
493.704 
7.600 
187.938 
121.958 
1485.81 
17010.446 
7164.060 
4551.975 
5.959 
1534.316 
1.349 
819.533 
1716.41 
9741.363 
30614.853 
15357.831 
653.567 
3551.965 
2247.354 
2836.785 
1361.64 
9463.887 
18511.834 
23510.098 
1400.259 
83.006 
579.822 
3768.280 
1331.11 
F 
13.141 
1.982 
9.120 
.032 
1.471 
.420 
.024 
12.236 
.922 
11.059 
.332 
.005 
.126 
.082 
9.910 
4.174 
2.652 
.003 
.894 
.001 
.477 
7.154 
22.484 
11.279 
.480 
2.609 
1.650 
2.083 
7.110 
13.907 
17.662 
1.052 
.062 
.436 
2.831 
Significance 
.000** 
.161 
.003** 
.859 
.227 
.518 
.878 
.001** 
.338 
.001** 
.565 
.943 
.723 
.775 
.002** 
.042* 
.105 
.953 
.346 
.978 
.490 
.008** 
.000** 
.001** 
.489 
.108 
.200 
.151 
.008** 
.000** 
.000** 
.306 
.803 
.510 
.094 
" p < 0.05 
Source of variation 
Extraversion 
Conscientioiisness 
Composite negative 
E x C 
E x C N 
C X C.N 
E X C x C.N 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite Positive 
ExPSS 
E x C P 
PSS X C.P 
E X PSS X C. P 
Within group 
Extraversion 
Composite Positive 
Composite Negative 
E x C P 
Ex C.N 
C.P X C.N 
E X C.P x C.N 
Within group 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
OxAg 
O x C 
AgxC 
0 x Ag X C 
Within group 
Opeimess 
Agreeableness 
Perceived social 
support 
OxAg 
Ox PSS 
AgxPSS 
0 X Ag X PSS 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
6539.711 
28072.691 
1702.625 
1.642 
119.740 
3237.977 
2154.187 
306171.341 
17540.408 
8395.902 
7422.572 
1199.035 
43.027 
143.775 
301.199 
246408.413 
14676.942 
15150.341 
2456.987 
301.290 
373.262 
2199.514 
1394.397 
257098.512 
7311.135 
11048.164 
41196.370 
232.791 
839.699 
53.109 
194.885 
346857.489 
13194.515 
8437.332 
25645.383 
1036.841 
748.336 
2015.162 
62.317 
297406.185 
df 
194 
170 
173 
237 
210 
Mean square 
6539.711 
28072.691 
1702.625 
1.642 
119.740 
3237.977 
2154.187 
1578.20 
17540.408 
8395.902 
7422.572 
1199.035 
43.027 
143.775 
301.199 
1449.46 
14676.942 
15150.341 
2456.987 
301.290 
373.262 
2199.514 
1394.397 
1486.11 
7311.135 
11048.164 
41196.370 
232.791 
839.699 
53.109 
194.885 
1463.53 
13194.515 
8437.332 
25645.383 
1036.841 
748.336 
2015.162 
62.317 
1416.22 
F 
4.144 
17.788 
1.079 
.001 
.076 
2.052 
1.365 
12.101 
5.792 
5.121 
.827 
.030 
.099 
.208 
9.876 
10.195 
1.653 
.203 
.251 
1.480 
.938 
4.996 
7.549 
28.149 
.159 
.574 
.036 
.133 
9.317 
5.958 
18.108 
.732 
.528 
1.423 
.044 
Significance 
.043* 
.000** 
.300 
.974 
.783 
.154 
.244 
.001** 
.017* 
.025* 
.364 
.863 
.753 
.649 
.002** 
.002** 
.200 
.653 
.617 
.225 
.334 
.026* 
.006** 
.000** 
.690 
.450 
.849 
.716 
.003** 
.015* 
.000** 
.393 
.468 
.234 
.834 
**p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
Source of variation 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Composite Positive 
OxAg 
O x C . P 
AgxC.P 
O x A g x C P 
Within group 
Openness 
Agreeableness 
Composite Negative 
OxAg 
Ox C.N 
AgxC.N 
0 X Ag X C.N 
Within group 
Openness 
Conscientiousness 
Perceived social 
support 
O x C 
OxPSS 
PSSxC 
0 X C x PSS 
Within group 
Openness 
Conscientiousness 
Composite Positive 
O x C 
0 X C.P. 
CPxC 
0 X C X C.P. 
Within group 
Openness 
Conscientiousness 
Composite negative 
O x C 
0 X C.N. 
CNxC 
O x C x C N . 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
10072.476 
7342.314 
20959.331 
4413.405 
103.253 
180.209 
1138.028 
283443.562 
4923.193 
17149.118 
2363.658 
1780.480 
314.322 
1228.562 
2218.800 
339660.141 
7565.987 
32661.352 
20586.374 
894.905 
75.152 
57.000 
13.867 
275710.487 
6654.430 
24513.936 
27442.630 
22.472 
26.880 
126.646 
80.529 
264759.309 
2510.950 
34743.002 
2122.474 
778.904 
1528.176 
3846.682 
4920.586 
315622.366 
df 
202 
214 
209 
206 
214 
Mean square 
10072.476 
7342.314 
20959.331 
4413.405 
103.253 
180.209 
1138.028 
1403.18 
4923.193 
17149.118 
2363.658 
1780.480 
314.322 
1228.562 
2218.800 
1587.197 
7565.987 
32661.352 
20586.374 
894.905 
75.152 
57.000 
13.867 
1319.189 
6654.430 
24513.936 
27442.630 
22.472 
26.880 
126.646 
80.529 
1285.239 
2510.950 
34743.002 
2122.474 
778.904 
1528.176 
3846.682 
4920.586 
1474.871 
F 
7.178 
5.233 
14.937 
3.145 
.074 
.128 
.811 
3.102 
10.805 
1.489 
1.122 
.198 
.774 
1.398 
5.735 
24.759 
15.605 
.678 
.057 
.043 
.011 
5.178 
19.073 
21.352 
.017 
.021 
.099 
.063 
1.702 
23.557 
1.439 
.528 
1.036 
2.608 
3.336 
Significance 
.008** 
.023* 
.000** 
.078 
.786 
.720 
.369 
.080 
.001** 
.224 
.291 
.657 
.380 
.238 
.018* 
.000** 
.000** 
.411 
.812 
.836 
.918 
.024* 
.000** 
.000** 
.895 
.885 
.754 
.803 
.193 
.000* 
.232 
.468 
.310 
.108 
.069 
**p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
Source of variation 
Openness 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite positive 
0 X PSS 
O x C P . 
CPxC 
0 X PSS X C.P. 
Within group 
Openness 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite positive 
Ox PSS 
0 X C.P. 
CPxC 
0 X PSS X C.P. 
Within group 
Opeimess 
Composite Positive 
Composite Negative 
O x C P 
O x C . N 
C.PxCN 
0 x C.P X C.N 
Within group 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
Perceived social 
support 
AgxC 
AgxPSS 
CxPSS 
Ag X C X PSS 
Within group 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
Composite negative 
AgxC 
AgxC.N 
C x C N 
Ag X C X C.N 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
13469.768 
16678.312 
14921.380 
244.356 
807.197 
31.147 
64.008 
244913.881 
8318.214 
37932.613 
2988.288 
2447.321 
11.449 
4345.607 
59.073 
259034.332 
7502.708 
27620.837 
629.703 
1747.188 
1674.961 
2349.049 
.215 
264135.712 
2955.677 
32079.420 
22966.173 
.136 
190.059 
674.797 
1475.050 
300812.465 
7426.453 
31387.395 
2012.059 
391.870 
159.156 
5572.365 
1578.998 
324068.903 
df 
182 
188 
189 
215 
221 
Mean square 
13469.768 
16678.312 
14921.380 
244.356 
807.197 
31.147 
64.008 
1345.681 
8318.214 
37932.613 
2988.288 
2447.321 
11.449 
4345.607 
59.073 
1377.842 
7502.708 
27620.837 
629.703 
1747.188 
1674.961 
2349.049 
.215 
1397.54 
2955.677 
32079.420 
22966.173 
.136 
190.059 
674.797 
1475.050 
1399.12 
7426.453 
31387.395 
2012.059 
391.870 
159.156 
5572.365 
1578.998 
1466.37 
F 
10.010 
12.394 
11.088 
.182 
.600 
.023 
.048 
6.037 
27.530 
2.169 
1.776 
.008 
3.154 
.043 
5.368 
19.764 
.451 
1.250 
1.199 
1.681 
.000 
2.113 
22.928 
16.415 
.000 
.136 
.482 
1.054 
5.064 
21.405 
1.372 
.267 
.109 
3.800 
1.077 
Significance 
.002** 
.001** 
.001** 
.671 
.440 
.879 
.828 
.015* 
.000** 
.143 
.184 
.927 
.077 
.836 
.022* 
.000** 
.503 
.265 
.275 
.196 
.990 
.148 
.000** 
.000** 
.992 
.713 
.488 
.306 
.025* 
.000** 
.243 
.606 
.742 
.053 
.301 
**p<0.01 
*p<0.05 
Source of variation 
Agreeableness 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite Positive 
AgxPSS 
Ag X C.P 
PSS X C.P 
Ag X PSS X C. P 
Within group 
Agreeableness 
Composite Positive 
Composite Negative 
Ag X C.P 
AgxC.N 
C.P X C.N 
Ag X C.P X C.N 
Within group 
Conscientiousness 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite Positive 
CxPSS 
C x C P 
PSS X C.P 
C X PSS x C. P 
Within group 
Conscientiousness 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite Negative 
CxPSS 
C x C N 
PSS X C.N 
C X PSS X C. N 
Within group 
Conscientiousness 
Composite Positive 
Composite Negative 
C x C P 
CxC.N 
C.P X C.N 
C X C.P X C.N 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
1904.723 
14245.358 
9438.671 
646.157 
58.688 
969.686 
328.851 
271136.863 
4511.788 
17601.203 
850.253 
.896 
66.635 
2868.201 
660.931 
280960.187 
18415.370 
8273.537 
13606.741 
78.432 
441.414 
1054.049 
1393.779 
247297.410 
20239.179 
23395.299 
1250.766 
2096.583 
5752.620 
1410.152 
51.759 
250475.201 
20840.011 
20306.438 
1129.063 
976.098 
1769.919 
1270.153 
757.284 
253400.359 
df 
181 
190 
187 
194 
195 
Mean square 
1904.723 
14245.358 
9438.671 
646.157 
58.688 
969.686 
328.851 
1497.99 
4511.788 
17601.203 
850.253 
.896 
66.635 
2868.201 
660.931 
1478.73 
18415.370 
8273.537 
13606.741 
78.432 
441.414 
1054.049 
1393.779 
1322.44 
20239.179 
23395.299 
1250.766 
2096.583 
5752.620 
1410.152 
51.759 
1291.10 
20840.011 
20306.438 
1129.063 
976.098 
1769.919 
1270.153 
757.284 
1299.48 
F 
1.272 
9.510 
6.301 
.431 
.039 
.647 
.220 
3.051 
11.903 
.575 
.ooa 
.045 
1.940 
.447 
13.925 
6.256 
10.289 
.059 
.334 
.797 
1.054 
15.676 
18.120 
.969 
1.624 
4.456 
1.092 
.040 
16.037 
15.626 
.869 
.751 
1.362 
.977 
.583 
Significance 
.261 
.002** 
.013* 
.512 
.843 
.422 
.640 
.082 
.001** 
.449 
.980 
.832 
.165 
.505 
.000** 
.013* 
.002** 
.808 
.564 
.373 
.306 
.000** 
.000** 
.326 
.204 
.036* 
.297 
.842 
.000** 
.000** 
.352 
.387 
.245 
.324 
.446 
•*p<0.01 
•p<0.05 
Source of variation 
Perceived social 
support 
Composite Positive 
Composite Negative 
PSS X C.P 
PSS X C. N 
C.P X C.N 
PSS X C.P X C.N 
Within group 
Sum of squares 
21902.657 
8334.420 
556.780 
99.849 
3335.827 
3528.150 
11.124 
232054.525 
df 
1 
171 
Mean square 
21902.657 
8334.420 
556.780 
99.849 
3335.827 
3528.150 
11.124 
1357.04 
F 
16.140 
6.142 
.410 
.074 
2.458 
2.600 
.008 
Significance 
.000** 
.014* 
.523 
.787 
.119 
.109 
.928 
**p<0.01 
* p < 0.05 
